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ABSTRACT
A Mixed-Methods (Quantitative-Qualitative) Study to Identify the Perceived Level of
Transformational Leadership Skill Development by Students Enrolled in a Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership
by Zeky Karyakos Zardo
Different approaches to developing leaders have been established through various forms
of self-assessment, action learning, and education and training activities (Smither et al.,
2005). The existing body of research on the impact and success of college and university
leadership development programs focuses heavily on undergraduate leadership programs
and not graduate-level programs such as the Master of Business Administration (MBA)
or the doctorate. The purpose of this mixed-methods (quantitative–qualitative) study was
to identify the perceived level of transformational leadership skill development by
students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership. In addition, it was
the purpose of this study to identify which of the seven core program elements students
perceive as being most beneficial to the development of their transformational leadership
skills. Finally, it was the purpose of this study to identify what students perceive as the
personal and professional benefits realized after 2 years in the program. This study
sought to fill gaps in research by identifying which programmatic factors support
leadership skill development. This study used the results from student input on the TLSi,
a 360-degree feedback assessment tool, along with a custom designed online survey to
measure the change in students’ perceived growth in each of the 10 elements from Year 1
to Year 2 of the EdD program at Brandman University located in Irvine, California.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Ingleton (2013) suggested, “The fast-paced growth of organizations in the world
requires more leaders who are equipped with the requisite skills and competencies to
bring about positive change in society” (p. 219). Boyd (2011) suggested that “there is a
need for leadership education/leadership development at every level of society from
youth to business executives” (p. 7). However, given the constraints, complexities, and
narrowed margin of error in today’s business environment, financing leadership
development training and education is subject to the same rigor and scrutiny of other
business investments (Eiter & Halperin, 2010). Business leaders and administrators must
demonstrate that investing in leadership development can ensure a positive return on
investment. This can be accomplished by pinpointing which skills, strategies, and
competencies need to be developed; then identifying the appropriate leadership
development provider; and then assessing the effectiveness of the assessment. What is
more, there are increasing numbers of leadership development providers including those
in educational and noneducational settings to help business develop their leaders (SahlinAndersson & Engwall, 2002).
Astin and Astin (2000) declared that higher education should acknowledge the
demanding challenges of leadership and intentionally and coherently conceptualize ways
in which they can “produce future generations of transformative leaders” (p. 6). As such,
identifying the most effective ways to develop college students’ leadership capacity is an
emerging discussion among leadership educators (Shehane, Sturtevant, Moore, &
Dooley, 2012).
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Providers of leadership development programs, consultancies, universities,
researchers, and authors assert that their programs can teach and develop employees to be
creative, innovative, and transformational. For example, the Transformational
Leadership Council (TLC) is “focused on transformational leadership and delivers their
work in the world through workshops, trainings, seminars, books, films, speaking
engagements, coaching sessions, TV and radio shows, and special events” (p. 1).
Transformational leadership, which was first described over 35 years ago by
Burns (1978), has gained even more notoriety today. According to Tuuk (2012),
transformational leadership is not simply an obscure form of leadership with little
empirical support. A growing number of studies, including meta-analysis, are finding
that transformational leadership induces better performance than other styles (Tuuk,
2012). In his description of transformational leadership, Burns (1978) reflected, “Leaders
and followers make each other to advance to a higher level of moral and motivation” (p.
20). Bass and Bass (2008) found that transformational leadership comprises four key
behaviors: idealized influence, individualized consideration, inspirational motivation, and
intellectual stimulation.
Doctoral programs are designed to meet specific student needs and skillsets. For
example, a student interested in research has different needs than a student seeking to
apply what is learned as a practitioner. The revolutionary leadership practices outlined
by Kezar, Carducci, and Contreras-McGavin (2006) require a closer examination when
related to doctoral program outcomes since the new models of leadership point to the
need for adaptable leadership in more culturally complex organizations (Eddy, 2009).
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Leaders of doctoral education programs are under pressure to reform the programs to be
more accountable to students (Shulman, Golde, Bueschel, & Gragbedian, 2006).
Buschlen and Dvorak (2011) asserted, “Understanding how leadership can be
learned and applied is important as many colleges and universities attempt to develop
future leaders through a variety of programmatic efforts” (p. 1). Yorks, Beechler, and
Ciporen (2007) found very few reports of research studies attempting to assess the impact
of leadership development programs over time, making it that much more difficult for
CEOs, presidents, and other organization leaders to support investing capital in
leadership development. Peters and Baum (2007) claimed, “One of the oldest truths
about training and development is that it makes little sense to send newly trained people
back into unchanged organizations. The organization always wins” (p. 64).
Consequently, Warren Bennis, in the forward to the book Leadership Can Be Taught: A
Bold Approach for a Complex World, by Sharon Daloz Parks, declared, “Leadership is
not a predetermined affair. Many of the most significant shapers of history were
themselves shaped gradually, not ready to make an impact on the world until time and the
crucible of experience had first performed their duties” (p. ix). Learning leadership is not
just acquiring knowledge on how to become a leader. It is more than applying the gained
knowledge and skill; it is about preparing people “to practice leadership within the
profession and communities it serves” (Daloz Parks, 2005, p. 5).
Kezar et al. (2006) reported on the evolution of research in leadership and argued
for the need for leaders to be entrepreneurial, to think globally, to collaborate, and to
tackle concerns of responsibility and accountability. According to Eddy and Rao (2009),
“It is not evident in the findings that these broad areas are covered, which leaves a
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significant gap in leader preparation” (pp. 21-22). What is more, Eddy and Rao (2009)
asserted that the curriculum in doctor of education in organizational leadership degrees
has not clearly adopted the competencies known as being vital to new leaders, creating
inconsistencies in the ways which doctoral degrees might be used to develop leaders.
Kezar et al. (2006) maintained that closer scrutiny of doctoral program outcomes is
necessary since the new models of leadership point to the need for adaptable leadership in
complex business environments. As noted by Shulman et al. (2006), program
transformation needs to start at the grassroots level, specifically within each leadership
program, as future leaders will be heading organizations that are increasingly
consequential to society.
Background
Leadership
Tuuk (2012) explained, “The next decade will undoubtedly bring major change to
how businesses are structured, how they are led, and how these changes affect employees
and shape their experiences” (p. 1). Without leaders adapting to their environments and
addressing the changing business environments and needs, organizations will struggle to
excel (Tuuk, 2012). Leadership, as defined by Farlow (2012) is
the highest form of the art of dealing with people and something more advanced
than management. A leader is a person who carefully balances the needs of the
organization with the needs of its human resources. A leader not only wants the
company to be successful but also wants the people who work for the company to
learn, advance, and prosper. A leader must have a vision for the organization and
play a proactive role in bringing the vision to fruition. (p. 2)
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Research indicates that leadership plays a significant role in an organization’s
success. Collins (2001) asserted,
Those who build great companies understand that the ultimate throttle on growth
for any great company is not markets, or technology, or competition, or products.
It is one thing above all others: the ability to get and keep enough of the right
people. (p. 54)
Impact and Value of Leadership Development
Leadership development, the process of mentoring and developing leaders for an
organization, has always been a critical management issue in business organizations
(Virakul & McLean, 2012). As research studies continue to stress the need for
organizations to make developing the leadership abilities of their employees, supervisors,
managers, and executives a priority, leadership development will continue to be a
multibillion dollar industry (Peters, Baum, & Stephens, 2011). According to Miller
(2012),
ASTD estimates that U.S. organizations spent approximately $156.2 billion on
employee learning in 2011. Of this total direct learning expenditure, 56 percent
($87.5 billion) was spent internally. The remainder was split between tuition
reimbursement, which accounted for 14 percent ($21.9 billion), and external
services comprising 30 percent ($46.9 billion). (p. 43)
Cowan (2011) asserted that organizations no longer question the worth of investment in
leadership development; rather, they try to determine which approach will bring them the
best results.
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Leadership Development Activities
According to Cloud (2010), leadership development is both a formal and informal
process that is envisioned to make the best use of institutional and individual
effectiveness. Authors Dunn, Dastoor, and Sims (2012) found, “A number of researchers
have examined the relationship between leader behavior and organizational commitment;
the relationship has been fairly well established” (p. 45). Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, and
Gilson (2008), in a meta-analysis of the organizational commitment literature, established
that leadership communication, participative leadership behaviors, and leader
consideration behaviors correlate positively with commitment.
According to Virakul and McLean (2012), organizations have found that in order
to find the best leadership development program, it is important to learn how the people
in their organizations learn. Researchers, dating back to the 1980s, have been searching
for the best method by which to teach leadership. Akin (1987) researched which
leadership development activities provide the most significant value. According to
Akin’s study, the following activities are essential to leadership development:
 “Emulation of a mentor” (p. 40)
 “Role taking” or role play (p. 40)
 Learning through doing practical problem solving
 Learning by “validation” (the action precedes the conceptualization; p. 41)
 “Anticipation” (the conceptualization precedes the action; p. 42)
 “Personal growth” (p. 43)
 “Scientific learning” through observation and conceptualization (p. 43).
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According Aarons, Ehrhart, Farahnak, and Sklar,
Although some progress has been made in identifying the types of leadership and
processes through which leaders affect the success of implementation, continued
research is needed to identify and promote the specific actions by leaders across
all levels that maximize the likelihood of implementation effectiveness and
success. To help fill this gap in the literature, we next outline strategies (i.e.,
embedding mechanisms) that could be utilized across system, organization, and
work group levels of leadership to create an organizational climate that supports
implementation. As with models that specify theoretical mechanisms likely to
enhance implementation, we highlight leadership and organizational strategies
that can inform implementation strategy design and also provide an agenda for
leadership and climate research related to implementation and sustainment. (pp.
259-260)
Leadership Development Non-Degree-Granting Efforts
As researchers report their findings on the impact and value of leadership
development, organizations, government agencies, and not-for-profits will continue to
invest time, money, and energy in leadership training. Boyett (2008) asserted,
Every year thousands undergo leadership development. They sit in classrooms
and listen to lectures on effective leadership. They attend meetings, watch
leadership videos and participate in discussion groups. Leadership guest speakers
are brought in to tell leadership stories. Star leadership gurus appear in
teleconferences that reach thousands at a time. Managers are assigned a “mentor”
to improve their leadership skills. Executives get a leadership “coach.” Outdoor
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leadership camps provide the opportunity for would-be leaders to test their
emotional strength in Navy S.E.A.L.-type “survivor” camps. Managers and
executives rappel down cliffs, sail tall ships, raft whitewater rapids, and even
reenact Civil War battles, all in an attempt to understand their leadership strengths
and weakness and become better leaders. (p. 1)
Leadership Development in Higher Education
Graduate business school core curriculum has been subject to sustained criticism
from some prominent ﬁgures in the business school academy (Gosling & Mintzberg,
2006). There has been significant critical debate behind the eﬀectiveness of leadership
teaching in business schools (Barker, 1997; Burrell, 2006; Hay & Hodgkinson, 2006;
Morrison, Rha, & Helfman, 2003). Graduate programs have been criticized for “failing
to impart useful skills, failing to prepare leaders, failing to instill norms of ethical
behavior—and even failing to lead graduates to good corporate jobs” (Bennis & O’Toole,
2005, p. 96).
An important conceptualization of leadership in business school teaching and
research over the past 2 decades has therefore been that of “transformational leadership”
(Bass & Riggio, 2006) in which “charisma” is usually embedded as an indispensable
ingredient (Bass, 1990; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). Commonly, a charismatic
leader is assumed to energetically communicate “a vision” or idealized future for the
organization—one that is assumed to attract followers (Chen, 2003). However, higher
education researchers (Astin, 1993; Haworth & Conrad, 1997; Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005) asserted that research must examine the core of higher education to identify the
attributes of successful programs rather than trusting assumptions.
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Doctorate of Education in Leadership Development
There has been a steady growth in doctoral degrees awarded over the past 20
years (Eddy & Rao, 2009). One type of doctorate that has grown is the field-based
Doctor of Education, which is designed to focus on issues of practice (Townsend, 2002)
and is likely to be the only educational doctoral degree awarded at comprehensive
universities, whereas research universities more often offer the Doctor of Philosophy
(PhD; Osguthorpe & Wong, 1993). One common element of organizational leadership
development programs is that they are grounded in principles and theories of learning
(Murphy & Riggio, 2003). However, there also exists shared criticism of leadership
development programs. For instance, some leadership development programs are not
firmly grounded in learning theories causing a divide between the scholars studying the
development processes and those who offer leadership training (Day, 2000). What’s
more, Pearce and Conger (2003) contended that leadership development can be weakened
due to failures in matching training necessities to programs, failure to transfer classroom
knowledge to the work environment, failure to incorporate learned leadership behaviors
into workgroups, and discounting the realities of team-shared decision making and
leading because the development is focused on the leader.
Scholars point to research-based attributes and practices that are important for
programs seeking to enhance student learning and development (Eich, 2008). What is
more, Eich (2008) asserted that the most important themes of both engagement and
learning-focused teaching are found repeatedly in the literature on education quality. In
their wide range study of leadership programs, Haworth and Conrad (1997) found that
higher education leadership programs that contribute to student learning and development
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feature attributes of diverse and engaged participants, participatory cultures, interactive
teaching and learning, connected program requirements, and adequate resources.
Teaching leadership to students through programs in higher education as both
cocurricular and academic leadership development programs continues to proliferate on
many college campuses (Riggio, Ciulla, & Sorenson, 2003). However, according to Eich
(2008), “There has been little empirical research on student leadership program quality
and program activities that contribute significantly to leadership development and
learning” (p. 176).
Transformational Leadership
The literature on leadership in the popular, practitioner, and business press, and in
academic journals, stresses the notion of leaders as heroes and charismatic visionaries
(Meindle, Erlich, & Dukerich, 1985). Leaders are depicted routinely as “change masters”
(Kanter, 1985), heroes, and saviors. Burns (1978), who first proposed transformational
leadership, reflected that “leaders and followers make each other advance to a higher
level of morality and motivation” (p. 455). When Bass and Bass (2008) continued their
study of transformational leadership, they found that it comprises four key behaviors:
idealized influence, individualized consideration, inspirational motivation, and
intellectual stimulation. However, Yorks et al. (2007) found very few reports of research
studies attempting to assess the impact of leadership development programs over time,
making it that much more difficult for administrators to substantiate investing capital in
leadership development. Bass and Bass (2008) asserted that the transformational leader
encourages followers to place emphasis beyond their own self-development and to devote
more attention to the overarching organizational goals. In relation, Bennis and Nanus
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(1985) asserted that transformational leaders increase the changes in course,
effectiveness, and awareness through engaging with others.
Specifically, transformational leadership theorists contend that leaders should
inﬂuence followers’ individuality in order to ultimately increase the commitment of
followers (Chemers, Watson, & May, 2000). Bass (1985) argued that transformational
leaders need to satisfy followers’ needs, values, and goals and conﬁrm their identities as
part of a process of shaping attitudes to make them conform to a common, unitary
interest. In the process, personal and organizational goals are aligned, heightening
employee commitment (Bass, 1985). Therefore, according to Conger, Kanungo, and
Menon (2000), an organization’s vision becomes one that is described as being shared by
employees and leaders. An influential expression of this thought is provided by two of
the foremost advocates of transformational leadership, Bass and Riggio (2006):
Transformational leaders . . . are those who stimulate and inspire followers to both
achieve extraordinary outcomes and, in the process, develop their own leadership
capacity. Transformational leaders help followers grow and develop into leaders
by responding to individual followers’ needs by empowering them and by
aligning the objectives and goals of the individual followers, the leader, the group,
and the larger organization. . . . Transformational leadership can move followers
to exceed expected performance, as well as lead to high levels of follower
satisfaction and commitment to the group and the organization. (p. 3)
The interpretation of organizations implied by these authors is unitarist. They
argued that “transformational leadership involves inspiring followers to commit to a
shared vision and goals for an organization or unit” (Bass & Riggio, 2006, p. 4).
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Transformational leadership happens through a transformation of culture and implies a
deep change in the values, norms, and beliefs, and in the social relations and power that
cannot be imposed, but it must be born from a conviction of all involved (Gonzalez,
2008). It is important to note that many researchers in recent times have worked in the
realm of leadership styles; transformational leadership is the most prominent among them
(Ehrhart, 2004).
Transformational leadership is vital in evolving organizational wisdom (Senge,
1990). It provides an organization with a chance to learn through testing, collaboration,
and communication (McGill & Slocum, 1993). Transformational leadership style
undertakes individual-based consideration, which is essential in organizational learning
(Sarros, Tanewski, Winter, Santora, & Densten, 2002). A bulk of literature in the field of
leadership (Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Burns, 1978) confirms that
transformational leadership has distinct characteristics. Burns (1978) and Bass (1985)
contended that transformational leaders trust in close relationships with nature, moral
duty, mutual encouragement, and responsibility to transform followers into leaders and
leaders into just agents.
360-Degree Performance Assessment
Leadership development efforts should be verified to be both effective and cost
efficient (Avolio, Avey, & Quisenberry, 2010). Lacking a relevant method for assessing
the effectiveness of a leadership program, leaders will continue to undervalue the
importance of such programs (Avolio et al., 2010). According to Reeves (2004), there
are large gaps in the evaluation of leadership performance. What is more, without a
means to measure and evaluate leadership development, it is possible for the outcome to
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be random, directionless, and idiosyncratic (Reeves, 2004). Researchers argue that
leadership performance can be enhanced through formal leadership programs (Bolton,
1991; Earnest, 1996; Rohs, 1999). The benefits of leadership development training
include enhanced leadership skills, increased confidence, broadened perspectives, and
increased communication skills (Rohs & Langone, 1993; Sisk & Williams, 1981).
Lack of measurement is one of the central apprehensions of organizational
behavior and development (Rohs, 1999). What is more, research in leadership
development maintains that a large portion of empirical studies uses self-reports because
they are relatively easier to obtain (Donaldson, Ensher, & Grant-Vallone, 2000), leading
to one of the major weaknesses of evaluations of leadership development programs. As
argued by Rohs (1999), “Many evaluation studies of leadership development programs
have employed some form of introspective self-report measure” (p. 28). Overreliance on
self-reports is viewed as challenging since self-reports are susceptible to many kinds of
response bias (Mabe & West, 1982; Schwartz & Sendor, 1999). Moorman and Podsakoff
(1992) found that self-report biases transpire because individuals have a desire to appear
socially favorable. Donaldson et al. (2000) summarized the main concern of self-report
bias:
In general, research participants want to respond in a way that makes them look as
good as possible. Thus, they tend to under-report behaviors deemed inappropriate
by researchers or other observers, and they tend to over-report behaviors viewed
as appropriate. Self-report bias is particularly likely in organizational behavior
research because employees often believe that there is at least a remote possibility
that their employer could gain access to their responses. (p. 247)
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For these reasons, leadership development programs have chosen to take
leadership assessment to a higher level by extending the assessment to observers of the
individual to provide a 360-degree assessment (Bailey & Austin, 2006). The 360-degree
assessments identify and collect not only the individuals’ viewpoint on their own
leadership skills, but they also capture the perceptions of coworkers (Atwater &
Waldman, 1998). One assumption behind 360-degree assessments is that the individual
perceptions are likely to be different from the coworkers’ perceptions and these
discrepancies provide the leader with valuable feedback (Solansky, 2010). Atwater and
Waldman (1998) contended that 360-degree assessments were one of the most
noteworthy innovations in management in the 1990s. Evaluations of leadership
development programs can also use 360-degree assessments to assess leader changes and
thus provide evidence about program effectiveness (Solansky, 2010).
Conger and Toegel (2003) claimed that 360-degree assessments work best for
developmental purposes as long as the competencies being measured support the
competencies needed to succeed in the individual’s organization. The 360-degree
assessments incorporated as part of leadership development programs offer individuals a
valuable view that enables skill acquirement, setting developmental goals, and possible
behavior transformation (Bailey & Austin, 2006). More importantly, 360-degree
assessments have a methodological advantage over self-reports because data are gathered
from multiple sources, and thus perspectives can be triangulated (Solansky, 2010). The
data that 360-degree assessments gather from peers, subordinates, and others provide
leaders with more self-awareness regarding how they are perceived in the workplace and
how their behavior may have changed as a result of a leadership development program
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(Bailey & Austin, 2006). It is possible that ratings provided by observers are likely to be
different than the self-report scores (Fleenor, McCauley, & Brutus, 1996; Tomow, 1993).
Further, peer and supervisor reports have been suggested to be more accurate than selfreports (Borman, 1991; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Van Velsor, Taylor, & Leslie,
1993). Donaldson et al. (2000) suggested that there should be at least two data sources to
help minimize the validity threats of self-report bias.
Transformational Leadership Skills Inventory
The Transformational Leadership Skills Inventory (TLSi) comprises 10 domains
of leadership that support transformational leadership; the TLSi was developed through
rational and empirical processes by Dr. Keith Larick and Dr. Patricia Clark-White in
2012. The inventory was subjected to psychometric analysis to establish reliability and
validity (K. Larick, personal communication, March 12, 2015). Based on research and
field knowledge, Larick and Clark-White had confidence that the 10 domains are
representative of a holistic structure for understanding the nature of leadership. While the
10 domains can be measured separately, the true nature of leadership can only be
understood if the 10 domains are considered as a whole (K. Larick, personal
communication, March 12, 2015). With the help of the 360-degree feedback, leaders can
narrow a person’s understanding of how he or she is perceived by others versus how he
or she perceives him or herself (K. Larick, personal communication, March 12, 2015).
Brandman University students enrolled in the Doctor of Education in
Organizational Leadership (EdD) use the TLSi as tool to measure their perceived level of
growth with respect to transformational leadership skill development. The data gathered
through the TLSi provide each student with more self-awareness regarding how he or she
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perceived his or her growth in the workplace and how his or her behavior may have
changed as a result of the EdD in leadership development.
Statement of the Research Problem
Leadership development initiatives comprise formal programs and strategies
instituted by an organization to improve the skills and qualities of leadership
performance. A successful approach to developing leaders has been proven through
various forms of self-assessment, action learning, and education and training activities
(Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). There is a high likelihood for leadership
development to occur when an individual is receptive to organizational feedback and is
motivated to shift and change personal values and beliefs about leading gained through
the development initiative (Alldredge & Nilan, 2000). There is a growing body of
literature linking critical leadership behaviors and traits to outcomes and establishing that
these behaviors can be learned in educational programs (Black & Earnest, 2009). Yet,
there is currently a lack of research examining changes in leadership behaviors following
attendance in a leadership development program (LDP) as well as suitable instruments
for measurement found in the literature (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009).
Leadership development has been a valued goal of colleges and universities since
the earliest institutions of higher education were established (Astin & Astin, 2000). JeanMarie and Normore (2010) listed several distinguished schools of education in the United
States that offer EdD and/or PhD degrees (e.g., Columbia University, Stanford
University, UC Berkeley, and University of Southern California). Research specifically
focused on the EdD degree indicates that there is a need for scholarly formation,
challenging graduate programs to measure and validate the impact of curriculum, the

16

methods used, and the overall success of the program (Golde & Walker, 2006; Kehrhahn,
Sheckly, & Travers, 2000; Richardson, 2006; Shulman, 2004, 2005; Walker, Golde,
Jones, Conklin-Bueschel, & Hutchings, 2008). Research on graduate programs,
specifically EdDs, has focused on the inherent struggles of finding the balance between
researcher- and practitioner-based program designs attempting to meet the needs of a
diverse student population (Walker et al., 2008). However, there is a lack of research that
identifies the perceived level of transformational leadership skill development by students
enrolled in doctoral programs in organizational leadership.
Performance appraisal or assessment aimed at measuring development is a vital
element in leadership development (van Dierendonck, Haynes, Borrill, & Stride, 2007).
Specifically, 360-degree feedback is a development tool that seeks feedback from
selected peers, direct reports, mentors, and managers concerning a person’s performance
as a leader. Many organizations today are using 360-degree feedback, otherwise known
as multisource feedback, for a variety of purposes, which include leadership and
management development, performance evaluation, and organizational change (Church
& Bracken, 1997). Axelrod and Sashkin (1999) also used a pretest and posttest quasiexperimental design to measure the results of a leadership training program with Ohio
State educators using 360-degree feedback.
The TLSi is a 360-degree feedback tool that measures the development of a
leader’s transformational leadership skills. Larick and Clark-White believe that the
nature of transformational leadership can be understood as a whole by measuring the 10
elements included in the TLSi (K. Larick, personal communication, March 12, 2015),
which include character and integrity, collaboration, communication, diversity, personal

17

and interpersonal skills, political intelligence, problem solving and decision making, team
building, and visionary leadership. Based on their research and field experience, Larick
and Clark-White believe the 10 elements provide a holistic framework for understanding
the nature of leadership. A review of the literature revealed that no prior research on the
TLSi has been implemented. The TLSi’s validity and reliability are currently being
tested and reviewed.
Different approaches to developing leaders have been established through various
forms of self-assessment, action learning, and education and training activities (Smither
et al., 2005). The existing body of research on the impact and success of college and
university leadership development programs focuses heavily on undergraduate leadership
programs and not graduate-level programs such as the Master of Business Administration
(MBA) or the doctorate. This study used the results from student input on the TLSi, a
360-degree feedback assessment tool, to measure the change in students’ perceived
growth in each of the 10 elements from Year 1 to Year 2 of the EdD program at
Brandman University located in Irvine, California.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed-methods (quantitative–qualitative) study was to
identify the perceived level of transformational leadership skill development by students
enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership. In addition, it was the
purpose of this study to identify which of the seven core program elements students
perceive as being most beneficial to the development of their transformational leadership
skills. The seven program learning outcomes include
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1. Transformational Leadership: Create a vision of the future as an ethical
agent of change, who mobilizes stakeholders to transform the organization.
2. Diversity: Integrate the strengths that individual and cultural differences
contribute to create an organization that is equitable, respectful, responsive and
morally accountable in a global society.
3. Collaborative Relationships: Build a culture of trusting relationships and
purposeful involvement that supports critical and creative problem solving and
decision making through effective communication and conflict resolution.
4. Political Intelligence: Generate organizational influence to ethically advocate
for causes and changes that will advance the organization’s vision and mission.
5. Strategic Thinking: Construct a systems- oriented learning organization to
develop, implement, and assess effective, futures-based plans that facilitate
innovation, problem solving and continuous improvement. (Brandman
University, 2015, Program Learning Outcomes, paras. 1-5)
6. Creativity: Develop a forum to encourage deliberate problem solving and
solution implementation through creativity. (Basadur, 1997, p. 59)
7. Sustained Innovation: Develop a culture of divergent thinking and
responsible risk taking that harnesses the potential of available human capital
to transform the organization. (Brandman University, 2015, Program Learning
Outcomes, para. 6)
Finally, it was the purpose of this study to identify what students perceive as the personal
and professional benefits realized after 2 years in the program.
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Research Questions
The following research questions were developed for this study:
1. What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill development
after completing 1 year of coursework in a doctoral program in organizational
leadership as assessed by the TLSi?
2. What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill development
after completing 2 years of coursework in a doctor of education program in
organizational leadership?
3. Are there significant differences in the perceived levels of transformational leadership
skill development between students after 1 year and 2 years in a doctor of education
program in organizational leadership?
4. Which of these factors—immersions, cohort meetings, networking with other students,
networking with faculty/administrators, transformational change project, dissertation,
or program curricula—do students perceive contributed most to the development of
their transformational leadership skills?
5. Which of the benefits—increased salary, increased responsibility at work, promotion,
better skills as a leader, better problem-solving skills, and/or better admiration and
respect from peers—did students report achieving after completing 2 years of
coursework?
Significance of Study
This study will benefit business, political, and community leaders, educators and
higher education institutions, and researchers by providing valuable insight into the actual
nature and benefits of transformational leadership development from the student’s
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perspective. Each identified group may benefit from this study by recognizing what
elements were assessed, from the perspective of those included in the research, as being
consequential in leadership development. By assessing what students perceive as the
most important factors that support transformational leadership skills development, it
may be possible to identify processes, supports, and experiences that can help in further
developing leaders into transformational leaders.
This study will contribute to the body of literature on leadership development in
doctoral programs and the specific impact such programs have on the student.
Specifically, this study sought to fill gaps in research by identifying which programmatic
factors support leadership skill development. Additionally, leaders in these same
segments, looking to become transformational leaders or to enhance their leadership
skillsets, will benefit from the research in this study as it will identify the leadership
characteristics perceived to be most important to succeed in today’s business
environment.
Although there is a notable amount of research to guide organizations in the
development and enhancement of leadership programs, this study adds to the body of
knowledge regarding transformational leadership skill development as perceived by
doctoral students enrolled in an organizational leadership program.
Definitions
The following are terms used in this study:
Leadership. Leadership is a dynamic influencing the relationship between
individuals in which member perceptions and expectations change (Bass, 1990; Vroom &
Jago, 2007). Leadership is also the act of transforming followers, creating a vision of
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attainable goals, and articulating for the followers the ways to attain those goals; these
three domains are equally important for effective leadership. Kennedy (2006) indicated
that “leadership requires some skills and natural gifts, but, in the final analysis, it is
mostly hard work, open mind, perseverance, passion for excellence and determination
that is required” (p. 68).
Program learning outcomes or program elements. These are statements that
describe what learners will know and be able to do when they graduate from a program.
They are closely linked to the university credential framework (Trigwell & Prosser,
1991).
Self-assessment. Gaffney (2010) characterized self-assessment by a motivation to
accurately evaluate one’s self or self-concept. Furthermore, “individuals engage in selfassessment to reduce uncertainty about their abilities and self-concepts, or put simply, to
increase their self-knowledge” (Gaffney, 2010, p. 3).
The transformational leadership model. Bass (1995) provided the foundation
for assertions made in this explanatory correlational study. Bass identified the four
dimensions of transformational leadership: (a) idealized influence, (b) inspirational
motivation, (c) intellectual stimulation, and (d) individualized consideration.
Transformational leadership. Burns (1978) characterized transformational
leadership as a dynamic relationship of mutual stimulation that enhances follower values,
attitudes, and motivations toward higher levels and transforms followers into leaders.
Transformational Leadership Skills Inventory or TLSi. A 360-degree selfassessment and multisource feedback tool that measures the development of a leader’s
transformational leadership skills.
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Delimitations
This study was delimited to Brandman University, Chapman University System,
located in Irvine, California. Specifically, the results of this study are delimited to the
EdD degree offered by Brandman University. Further the study was delimited to
population of the first cohort was asked to participate in the study as the data were unique
to the Brandman University EdD degree.
Organization of the Study
This study consists of five chapters. The first chapter provided an introduction,
background, statement of the research problem, purpose statement, research questions,
significance of the problem, definitions, and delimitations. The second chapter provides
an introduction and review of the literature and corresponds to topics highlighting the
research questions and the study’s relevance. The third chapter describes the
methodology, which includes an overview, purpose statement, research questions,
research design, population, sample, instrumentation, data collection, data analysis,
limitations, and summary. The fourth chapter analyzes the data. Finally, the fifth chapter
includes a summary, key findings, conclusions, implications, recommendations for future
research, and concluding remarks.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Tuuk (2012) explained, “The next decade will undoubtedly bring major change to
how businesses are structured, how they are led, and how these changes affect employees
and shape their experiences” (p. 1). Without leaders adapting to their environments and
addressing the changing business environments and needs, organizations will struggle to
excel (Tuuk, 2012). Leadership, as defined by Farlow (2012) is
the highest form of the art of dealing with people and something more advanced
than management. A leader is a person who carefully balances the needs of the
organization with the needs of its human resources. A leader not only wants the
company to be successful but also wants the people who work for the company to
learn, advance, and prosper. A leader must have a vision for the organization and
play a proactive role in bringing the vision to fruition. (p. 2)
Research indicates that leadership plays a significant role in an organization’s
success. Collins (2001) asserted,
Those who build great companies understand that the ultimate throttle on growth
for any great company is not markets, or technology, or competition, or products.
It is one thing above all others: the ability to get and keep enough of the right
people. (p. 54)
The review of literature begins with the background of leadership and the role
leadership plays in an organization. Next, the need for leadership is examined followed
by leadership development, constraints in development, and development methods.
Different leadership theories are presented that view leadership according to leadership
models, philosophies, and styles. This section then leads to a focus on transformational
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leadership, which defines leadership behaviors with 10 specific domains listed in the
Transformational Leadership Skills Inventory (TLSi). The research study has a
theoretical basis in literature comparing transformational leadership as outlined in the
TLSi with principles for church leadership.
Leadership
Leadership research is extensive and rich in history. Pawar and Eastman (1997)
stated that “leadership has drawn heightened attention from scholars and others” (p. 80).
Roueche, Baker, and Rose (1989) said, “We were challenged by the idea that leadership
was neither an inherited trait nor a product of the “great man” theory (p. vi). Roueche et
al. (1989) referenced that,
Early researchers believed that the leader’s role, or the potential to influence the
quality of performance of others, was inherent—either you had it or you didn’t.
Subsequent research has moved away from the idea that leadership is an
accidental trait of birth and destiny. In the teachings of the great philosophers,
such as Lao-Tsu and Plato, we found confirmation of our idea that leadership can
be learned. Contemporary leadership research is examined as a function of the
behavior of leaders and the quality and duration of their attempts to influence
others. Research demonstrated that leaders who attempt to influence or lead
others are engaging in different patterns of behavior based on task (goal
achievement or planning), consideration (people orientation), and situation
(position with respect to circumstances and conditions). (pp. vi-4)
The references to leadership can be traced back to the earliest biblical scriptures.
According to Clinton (2012),
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Leaders who make decisions for others need to understand the various factors that
allow convergence: role-match, giftedness, experience, spiritual maturity, destiny,
geographic location, etc. They should consider the needs of the individual as well
as the needs of the organization. Leadership evolves and emerges over a lifetime.
In fact, leadership is a lifetime of God’s lessons. (p. 11)
Bass (1990) also cited biblical references in his writing:
Leaders, such as Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, and the Maccabees, were
singled out in the Old Testament for a detailed exposition of their behavior and
relations with God and their people. God was the supreme leader of his Chosen
People who clarified, instructed, and directed what was to be done through the
words of his Prophets and arranged for rewards for compliance and punishment
for disobedience to the laws and rules He had handed down to Moses. (p. 5)
Burns (1978) defined leaders as follows:
True leaders induce followers to act in accord with the values and motivations of
both leaders and followers. It is a dynamic relationship that, at its best, finds
leaders engaged in a process of raising the consciousness of followers, or at a
minimum, engages both leaders and followers in a common enterprise.
Leadership is meaningless, without its connection to common purposes and
collective needs. The essence of leadership in any polity is the recognition of real
need, the uncovering and exploiting of contradictions among values and between
values and practice, the realigning of values, the reorganization of institutions
where necessary, and the governance of change. Essentially the leader’s task is
consciousness raising on a wide plane. The leader’s fundamental act is to induce
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people to be aware or conscious of what they feel, to feel their true needs so
strongly, to define their values so meaningfully, that they can be moved to
purposeful action. (p. 3)
During periods of dramatic change in the business environment, organizations and
the people who run them are forced to change and must adapt in the face of ever greater
ambiguity and complexity (Heifetz, Grashow, & Linsky, 2009). According to Avolio and
Gardner (2005),
Unique stressors facing organizations throughout the world today call for a
renewed focus on what constitutes genuine leadership and on restoring
confidence, hope and optimism; being able to rapidly bounce back from
catastrophic events and display resiliency; helping people in their search for
meaning and connection by fostering a new self-awareness; and genuinely
relating to all stakeholders. (p. 316)
Warrick (2011) stated, “Nothing will transform an organization faster and prepare
an organization better for future success than skilled transformational leaders” (p. 11).
Without leaders adapting to their environments and addressing the changing business
environments and needs, organizations will struggle to excel (Tuuk, 2012). Stewart,
Wilson, and Miles (2014) furthered that notion and believed that “leaders must develop
increased capacities of perception, discernment, and moral reasoning to negotiate the
complex ethical and economic challenges that emerge from the crossing of cultural and
political boundaries” (p. 115).
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Need for Leaders
According to Tichy (1997), “The scarcest resource in the world today is
leadership talent capable of continually transforming organizations to win in tomorrow’s
world” (p. 8). Warrick (2011) stated,
The degree of change that is required in these times of dynamic and unpredictable
economic, social, political, technological, and organizational change can best be
accomplished by transformational leaders who have the desire, courage, and skills
to make the needed changes and who understand the fundamentals of
transformational leadership. (p. 11)
According to Armandi, Oppedisano, and Sherman (2003),
Organizations are increasing their reliance on employee involvement because
their success depends on the firm’s ability to harness employee skills and
knowledge. In order to remain competitive these companies must nurture
employees and encourage their initiative. This proactive climate requires more
than just traditional managers—it requires managers who also are leaders—who
can help develop employees and instill a sense of commitment and engagement.
(p. 1076)
Warrick (2011) believed that “there is an urgent need in organizations of all types
and sizes for transformational leaders who have the courage and skills to reinvent and
build organizations capable of succeeding in today’s times of dynamic change and scarce
resources” (p. 11). Given the complexity of the current business environment, Daft
(2014) believed that there was a need for leaders to enhance their leadership knowledge
and skills because “leaders are struggling to make sense of the shifting environment and
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learn how to lead effectively and successfully in the midst of turmoil” (p. xiiii). Daft
further explained that much of this can be blamed on the following:
Recent chaotic events combined with factors such as a growing need for creativity
and innovation in organization, the rise of social media, the growth of e-business
and mobile commerce, the use of virtual teams and telecommuting, globalization,
the emerging problem of cybercrime, and other ongoing transformations place
new demands on leaders that go far beyond the topics traditionally taught in
courses on management and organizational behavior. (p. xiiii)
There exists an evolving universal acknowledgement among researchers and
scholars, educators, and senior organization leaders that leadership learning activities
“need to be grounded in the complex, difficult realities facing those who choose to
exercise leadership and relevant to their developmental needs” (Johnstone & Fern, 2010,
p. 98).
Leadership Development Activities
According to Cummings and Worley (2014), leadership development is defined
as “a training and education intervention aimed at improving the competencies of
managers and executives of an organization” (p. 751). According to Cloud (2010), there
are at least three components in the leadership development process:
(1) university based academic credit programs that enhance knowledge, skills, and
competencies and that often lead to a master’s or doctoral degree; (2) in-service or
developmental programs for practicing leaders sponsored by professional
organizations, governmental agencies, or higher education institutions; and
(3) informal and lifelong learning strategies that enable leaders at all levels to
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increase their knowledge of management and leadership processes and improve
performance. These informal strategies may include professional reading,
personal reflection, travel, writing for publication, and active involvement in
professional organizations. (pp. 74-75)
According to Virakul and McLean (2012), organizations have found that in order
to find the best leadership development program, it is important to learn how the people
in their organization learn. Researchers, dating back to the 1980s, have been searching
for the best method by which to teach leadership. Akin (1987) researched which
leadership development activities provide the most significant value. According to
Akin’s study, the following activities are essential to leadership development:
 “Emulation of a mentor” (p. 40)
 “Role taking” or role play (p. 40)
 Learning through doing practical problem solving
 Learning by “validation” (the action precedes the conceptualization; p. 41)
 “Anticipation” (the conceptualization precedes the action; p. 42)
 “Personal growth” (p. 43)
 “Scientific learning” through observation and conceptualization (p. 43).
Dubrin (2007) added to the list by including education training, self-help
initiations, job experience, and mentoring and coaching. Hughes, Ginnett, and Curphy
(2009) concurred by recommending education and training and experience as the two key
means for supervisors/managers to develop their leadership. Horwitz (2010) reinforced
that education is a key attribute to developing leadership skills.
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Leadership Development Constraints
Leadership development is a vital function for organizations of any type.
However, determining the impact and benefit of development programs is oftentimes an
elusive task (Owens, 2006). According to Dugan (2011),
The search for a shared language around how leadership development unfolds
must first begin with an examination of core assumptions informing how
educators approach the content, design, and delivery of leadership development
interventions. Critical to evolving conversations regarding leadership
development is the ability to deconstruct rational myths associated with how it
occurs and the interventions that best leverage it. Examined below are three
leadership development myths that, when interpreted as rational and accurate,
have the potential to significantly constrain leadership learning. These include
(a) leadership development is simple, (b) leadership capacity is a function of
training and experience, and (c) everyone can be a leader. (p. 80)
Dugan (2011) wrote that to overcome leadership constraints requires a number of
important next steps:
 Additional research is needed that examines leadership development across the
lifespan. Scholars contend that this type of research would provide a
framework from which to more purposefully target developmental
interventions (Day et al., 2009; Lord & Hall, 2005; Van Velsor & Drath,
2004). This perspective would be critical in creating more intentional linkages
between K–16 leadership development programs as well as those from the
career arena.

31

 The nature of leadership program curriculum must be addressed. High-impact
learning pedagogies empirically proven to make a difference in leadership
development should be integrated into educational interventions. Curriculum
must also demonstrate increasing levels of complexity that mirror students’
shifting understandings of leadership.
 It can no longer be presumed that leadership educators inherently possess the
requisite knowledge of leadership theory and developmental strategies
necessary to cultivate learning. Educators must be appropriately trained in
leadership theory as well as in the integration and facilitation of learning
pedagogies known to leverage leadership development. (p. 81)
Leadership Development Providers
Different approaches to developing leaders have been established through various
forms of self-assessment, action learning, and education and training activities (Smither
et al., 2005). The existing body of research on the impact and success of college and
university leadership development programs focuses heavily on undergraduate leadership
programs and not graduate-level programs such as the MBA or the doctorate. This study,
using the results from student input on the TLSi, a 360-degree feedback assessment tool,
measured the change in students’ perceived growth in each of the 10 elements from Year
1 to Year 2 of the Doctor of Education in Organizational Leadership (EdD) program at
Brandman University located in Irvine, California.
Higher Education
As discussed in Chapter I, leadership development has been a valued goal of
colleges and universities since the earliest institutions of higher education were
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established (Astin & Astin, 2000). Jean-Marie and Normore (2010) list several
distinguished schools of education in the United States who offer EdD and/or PhD
degrees (e.g., Columbia University, Stanford University, UC Berkeley, and University of
Southern California). Research specifically focused on the EdD degree indicates that
there is a need for scholarly formation, challenging graduate programs to measure and
validate the impact of curriculum, the methods used, and the overall success of the
program (Golde & Walker, 2006; Kehrhahn et al., 2000; Richardson, 2006; Shulman,
2004, 2005; Walker et al., 2008). Research on graduate programs, specifically the EdD,
has focused on the inherent struggles of finding the balance between researcher- and
practitioner-based program designs attempting to meet the needs of a diverse student
population (Walker et al., 2008). However, there is a lack of research that identifies the
perceived level of transformational leadership skill development by students enrolled in
doctoral programs in organizational leadership.
Non-Degree-Granting Efforts
Leadership development initiatives comprise formal programs and strategies
instituted by an organization to improve the skills and qualities of leadership
performance. A successful approach to developing leaders has been proven through
various forms of self-assessment, action learning, and education and training activities
(Smither et al., 2005). There is a high likelihood for leadership development to occur
when an individual is receptive to organizational feedback and is motivated to shift and
change personal values and beliefs about leading gained through the development
initiative (Alldredge & Nilan, 2000). There is a growing body of literature linking
critical leadership behaviors and traits to outcomes and establishing that these behaviors
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can be learned in educational programs (Black & Earnest, 2009). Yet, there is currently a
lack of research examining changes in leadership behaviors following attendance in a
leadership development program (LDP) as well as suitable instruments for measurement
found in the literature (Avolio et al. 2009).
Doctor of Education in Organization Development
There has been a steady growth in doctoral degrees awarded over the past 20
years (Eddy & Rao, 2009). One type of doctorate that has grown is the field-based EdD,
which is designed to focus on issues of practice (Townsend, 2002) and is likely to be the
only educational doctoral degree awarded at comprehensive universities, whereas
research universities more often offer the PhD (Osguthorpe & Wong, 1993). One
common element of organizational leadership development programs is that they are
grounded in principles and theories of learning (Murphy & Riggio, 2003). However,
shared criticism of leadership development programs also exists. Dispute about the
effectiveness of professional doctoral programs in education has increased since 2005
(Evans, Hodkinson, Rainbird, & Unwin, 2007; Shulman, 2005, 2007; Shulman et al.,
2006). Much of the debate hinges on the design of EdD programs and the degree to
which their pedagogical strategies and curricular goals should follow those of PhD
programs in education or establish unique pathways that develop graduates who lead
changes in professional practice. Critics assert that EdD programs that mirror PhD
programs do little to increase school leaders’ capacities to positively influence local
practice (Murphy & Vriesenga, 2005; Osguthorpe & Wong, 1993). Critics also point to a
dismal graduation rate of 50%, an average of 7 years needed to graduate, and weak
dissertations or other terminal activities (Levine, 2005).

34

Recent studies led by the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED)
have proven that the EdD degree is indeed effective (CPED, 2010; Olson & Clark, 2009).
A study was conducted by Amrein-Beardsley et al., 2010) on the impact of the EdD in
organizational leadership degree; they found the following:
Most graduates changed personally and professionally. The dissertation analysis
validated these findings illustrating that action research dissertations induced
changes in graduates’ identities that were evident. Some claimed professional
identity changes, especially in their confidence, leadership, and efficacy, and
many claimed changes in their analytic lenses. (p. 114)
Transformational Leadership
Considerable amount of the literature on leadership in the popular, practitioner,
and business press and in academic journals stresses the notion of leaders as heroes and
charismatic visionaries (Meindle et al., 1985). Specifically, transformational leadership
was first proposed in James MacGregor Burns’s (1978) book Leadership. Accordingly
Burns (1978) wrote that transformational leadership exists “when one or more persons
engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher
levels of motivation and morality” (p. 20). Bass and Bass (2008) found that
transformational leadership comprises four key behaviors: idealized influence,
individualized consideration, inspirational motivation, and intellectual stimulation
Transformational leadership theorists contend that leaders should inﬂuence
followers’ individuality in order to ultimately increase the commitment of followers
(Chemers et al., 2000). Bass (1985) argued that transformational leaders need to satisfy
followers’ needs, values, and goals and conﬁrm their identities as part of a process of
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shaping attitudes to make them conform to a common, unitary interest. In the process,
personal and organizational goals are aligned, heightening employee commitment (Bass,
1985).
According to Burns (1978), transformational leaders raise the bar by reaching to
higher standards in morality, ethics, and values of followers. In doing so,
transformational leaders are far more likely to model the standards and values themselves
and use compelling techniques to attract people to the standards and values set in place
by leaders. Burns (1978) narrowed the understanding of transformational leadership:
Essentially the leader’s task is consciousness-raising on a wide plane. . . . The
leader’s fundamental act is to induce people to be aware or conscious of what they
feel—to feel their true needs so strongly, to define their values so meaningfully,
that they can be moved to purposeful action. (pp. 43-44)
Because the conceptualization of transformational leadership set forth by Burns
(1978) includes raising the level of morality in others, it is difficult to use this term when
describing leaders such as Adolf Hitler and Saddam Hussein, who were transforming but
in a negative way. To deal with this problem Bass (1998) coined the term pseudo
transformational leadership. This term refers to leaders who are self-consumed,
exploitive, and power oriented, with warped moral values (Bass & Riggio, 2006).
Pseudo transformational leadership is considered personalized leadership, which focuses
on the leader’s own interests rather than on the interests of others (Bass & Steidlmeier,
1999). Authentic transformational leadership is socialized leadership, which is concerned
with the collective good. Socialized transformational leaders transcend their own
interests for the sake of others (Howell & Avolio, 1993).
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The term transformational leadership, which has survived its many name
variations, is still considered part of the “New Leadership” paradigm (Bryman, 1992),
which gives more attention to the charismatic and affective elements of leadership.
According to Northouse (2013) transformational leadership continues to be one of the
most popular approaches to leadership today. Transformational leadership has been the
focus of much research since the late 1970s. What is more, research shows that
transformational leadership continued to be among the most studied leadership topics. In
a content analysis of articles published in Leadership Quarterly, Lowe and Gardner
(2001) found that one third of the research was about transformational or charismatic
leadership (Northouse, 2013). Similarly, Antonakis (2012) found that the amount of
research and citations continue to increase, not only in traditional fields like leadership,
management, and social psychology, but also in other disciplines such as healthcare,
political environments, nursing, education, and industrial engineering.
Bass and Riggio (2006) suggested that transformational leadership’s popularity
might be due to its emphasis on intrinsic motivation and follower development, which fits
the needs of today’s work groups, who want to be inspired and empowered to succeed in
times of uncertainty. Clearly, many scholars are studying transformational leadership,
and it occupies a central place in leadership research.
According to acclaimed leadership researcher Peter Northhouse (2013) of
Western Michigan University, transformational leadership can also be measured by our
actions:
As its name implies, [it] is a process that changes and transforms people. It is
concerned with emotions, values, ethics, standards, and long-term goals. It
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includes assessing followers’ motives, satisfying their needs, and treating them as
full human beings. Transformational leadership involves an exceptional form of
influence that moves followers to accomplish more than what is usually expected
of them. It is a process that often incorporates charismatic and visionary
leadership. An encompassing approach, transformational leadership can be used
to describe a wide range of leadership, from very specific attempts to influence
followers on a one-to-one level, to very broad attempts to influence whole
organizations and even entire cultures. Although the transformational leader
plays a pivotal role in precipitating change, followers and leaders are inextricably
bound together in the transformation process. (pp. 185-186)
Research supporting the positive impacts of transformational leadership attributes
and characteristics is easy to locate as thousands of articles, books, and studies have been
published supporting such assertions. However, transformational leadership has its
critics too:
Transformational leadership is a leadership style, almost in direct contrast with
transactional leadership, which we see in most professions around the world.
Transformational leadership is a phrase first used by Burns in 1978, in his book
Leadership. Bass (1990) states that the 4 I’s of transformational leadership are;
idealized influence; inspirational motivation; intellectual stimulation; and
individualized consideration. “This style is said to create valuable and positive
change in “followers” with a potential result that these followers become the
leaders” (Kendrick, 2011). Kouzes and Posner (2007) challenged Bass’ 4 I’s of
transformational leadership, developing their own five fundamental practices:
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model the way, inspire a shared vision, challenge the process, enable others to act
and encourage the heart. (Algate, 2014, para. 2)
Gary Yukl, a leadership researcher and professor at Albany University, also
disputed the theoretical foundations of transformational leadership, as Algate (2014)
pointed out,
[By] suggesting that there is no solid empirical evidence on the basis of the
scoring of the assessments used to determine the success and failure of managers
and leaders using transformational or transactional leadership. Another issue with
areas such as intellectual stimulation, where leaders inspire creativity, is the
ambiguity around the strategies used by the leader, prompting Yukl (1999) to ask
the question “what does the leader do to encourage creative problem solving?” In
the same line of this thinking, academics (Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013) challenge
the notion of transformational leadership, suggesting this style is orientated
towards upper management (Stephens et al, 1995, in Yukl, 1999), organizational
effectiveness may decrease (Porter and Bigley, 1997 in Yukl, 1999) and
prolonged emotional involvement could lead to “burn out” (Harrison, 1987 in
Yukl, 1999). (para. 3)
Northouse (2013) suggested, “An encompassing approach, transformational
leadership can be used to describe a wide range of leadership, from very specific attempts
to influence followers on a one-to-one level, to very broad attempts to influence whole
organizations and even entire cultures” (p. 187). While the transformational leader is
proven through research to play a pivotal role in advancing change, followers and leaders
are intricately bound together in the evolving process.
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Northouse (2013) suggested that, transformational leadership is the process
whereby a person participates with others and builds a connection that advances the level
of motivation and morality in both the leader and the follower. The nature of such leader
is focused to the needs and aims of followers and tries to help followers reach their fullest
potential. Burns (1978) suggested Mohandas Gandhi as a classic example of
transformational leadership. Gandhi raised the hopes and demands of millions of his
people, and in the process, was changed himself.
360-Degree Assessment
According to Day, Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, and McKee (2014), the 360-degree
feedback system gathers and reports ratings of leader behavior and/or effectiveness from
multiple sources such as subordinates, peers, bosses, and possibly even external
stakeholders such as customers. This 360-degree assessment is also known as a
multirater or multisource feedback. If used as intended, 360-degree feedback can help
people understand systematically the impact of their behavior on others (Jackman &
Stroebel, 2003). Day et al. (2014) stated, “As 360-degree feedback has evolved as an
evidence-based process, much of its developmental focus is on identifying leadership
skills and competencies that are perceived by various sources to be effective or
ineffective” (p. 71).
Ashford (1989) wrote that the self-view of feedback subsequently shapes an
understanding of a person’s own strengths and weaknesses, ultimately influencing
decision making and subsequent behavior. The significance of accurate self-assessment
(i.e., greater awareness of oneself) must be prolonged to include meta-perceptions. The
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concern must include how a person sees him or herself versus wanting to know how
others view him or her (Taylor & Hood, 2011).
Atwater and Waldman (1998) recommended that researchers carefully study the
relationship between 360-degree feedback and organizational culture. For example, Day
et al. (2014) stated,
A 360-degree feedback initiative may be effective only in organizations that have
a culture of innovation, behaviorally-based appraisal practices, and developmental
strategies. In an attempt to change their culture, some organizations may adopt
360-degree feedback in hopes that these practices will result in employees
becoming more open, participative, and trusting. Nonetheless, it is an empirical
question whether 360-degree feedback can have positive effects on organizational
culture. It might be that a 360-degree feedback process would not be successful
until the organization has an open, participative, and trusting culture. (p. 71)
Transformational Leadership Skills Inventory (TLSi)
The TLSi, created by Keith Larick and Patricia Clark-White in 2012, is a 360degree assessment that consists of 10 domains and 80 skills that research has aligned to
transformational leadership traits (see Appendix A). According to Larick and ClarkWhite, “Based on research and field experience, the authors believe that the 10 domains
provide a holistic framework for understanding the nature of transformational leadership”
(Appendix A). People can sometimes have a difficult time working with others and may
find it difficult to judge their own behaviors and actions in relation to others (Luft, 1972).
Larick and Clark-White strongly suggested the solicitation of feedback from many
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sources in order for the leader to receive myriad perspectives in a way that is confidential,
valid, and reliable (K. Larick, personal communication, March 12, 2015).
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Overview
Chapter III explains the methods and procedures used in this quantitative research
study. Specifically, this chapter restates the purpose statement and research questions;
describes the population and the sample used; describes the instrument developed to
gather the data; explains how the data were collected, the procedures used to analyze the
data, and the study’s overall validity and reliability. An explanation of the statistical
analysis along with design limitations is presented.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed-methods (quantitative–qualitative) study was to
identify the perceived level of transformational leadership skill development by students
enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership. In addition, it was the
purpose of this study to identify which of the seven core program elements students
perceive as being most beneficial to the development of their transformational leadership
skills. Finally, it was the purpose of this study to identify what students perceive as the
personal and professional benefits realized after 2 years in the program.
Research Questions
1. What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill development
after completing 1 year of coursework in a doctoral program in organizational
leadership as assessed by the TLSi?
2. What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill development
after completing 2 years of coursework in a doctor of education program in
organizational leadership?
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3. Are there significant differences in the perceived levels of transformational leadership
skill development between students after 1 year and 2 years in a doctor of education
program in organizational leadership?
4. Which of these factors—immersions, cohort meetings, networking with other students,
networking with faculty/administrators, transformational change project, dissertation,
or program curricula—do students perceive contributed most to the development of
their transformational leadership skills?
5. Which of the benefits—increased salary, increased responsibility at work, promotion,
better skills as a leader, better problem-solving skills, and/or better admiration and
respect from peers—did students report achieving after completing 2 years of
coursework?
Research Design
This study used a mixed-methods (qualitative-quantitative) research design.
Mixed-methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions as well as
methods of inquiry (Creswell, 2003). As a methodology, it involves philosophical
assumptions that guide the direction of the collection and analysis of data and the mixture
of qualitative and quantitative approaches in many phases in the research process. As a
method, it focuses on collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative
data in a single study or series of studies. Its central premise is that the use of
quantitative and qualitative approaches in combination provides a better understanding of
research problems than either approach alone (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989).
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A qualitative research design is “a type of research that refers to an in-depth study
using face-to-face or observation techniques to collect data from people in their natural
settings” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 489).
A quantitative correlational design was considered for this study. Creswell (2003)
stated that a quantitative correlation is “useful for identifying the type of association,
explaining complex relationships of multiple factors that explain an outcome, and
predicting an outcome from one or more predictors” (p. 338). However, because the
study looked for significance in difference and not correlation, it was determined not a
good fit for this study.
It was determined that the mixed-methods approach was the best match for this
study because the mixed-methods design because mixing methods can measure a
psychological trait as asserted by Campbell and Fiske (1959). According to Creswell
(2003), their call for multiple methods to ensure that any inconsistency was echoed in the
trait and not in the method. The theory was later expanded into what Denzin (1978)
dubbed “triangulation.” When triangulation is used in research, findings are richer, the
information is more accurate, and there is greater usefulness. This study’s findings were
clearer, more accurate, and provided a nuanced view of the doctoral student’s behaviors
in and feelings about the program.
This study was based on five quantitative research questions that sought to
corroborate information on the perceived level of transformational leadership skill
development of students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership.
This study measured the degree to which students in a doctoral program in organizational
leadership perceived that their transformational leadership skills had developed.
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Population
According to Weiss and Weiss (2012), a research population is also known as a
well-defined collection of individuals or objects known to have similar characteristics.
All individuals or objects within a certain population usually have a common, binding
characteristic or trait. The specific population of this study was doctoral students
enrolled in Brandman University’s Doctor of Education in Organizational Leadership
(EdD) program. Brandman University is located in Irvine, California, and the population
for this study was students enrolled in the doctoral program during the years 2012, 2013,
and 2014 who successfully completed the assigned coursework.
A variety of interests and jobs were represented in this population; they included
but were not limited to leaders and executives from for-profit and not-for profit
businesses, law enforcement, healthcare, K-12 schools, universities, active and retired
military, entrepreneurs, and government.
Brandman University is one of many universities offering doctoral programs in
California that focus on organizational leadership. The following universities offer
doctoral programs in leadership studies: USC Rossier School of Education, California
State University, University of California Davis/Sonoma, Stanford University, University
of San Francisco, California Lutheran University, University of La Verne, Drexel
University Sacramento, Alliant International University, University of San Diego, and
Pepperdine University.
Sample
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) stated, “In quantitative studies, the group of
subjects or participants from whom the data are collected is referred to as the sample”
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(p. 129). The study’s sample size included all Alpha cohort members who completed the
2-year coursework and were approved for candidacy, which totaled 114 students. For
quantitative Research Questions 1, 2, 3, and 4, pre- and post-TLSi archival data collected
from students were used. In the year 2012, 159 students completed the TLSi survey. In
2013, 122 students completed the survey. In Year 3, 90 students completed the survey.
For the qualitative Research Questions 5 and 6 and to collect the student demographics, a
survey was developed and e-mailed to all Alpha cohort members. A total of 51 students
completed the survey within the time allotted (July 6, 2015, through July 17, 2015).
Instrumentation
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) noted, “Quantitative measurement uses some
type of instrument or device to obtain numerical indices that correspond to characteristics
of the subjects” (p. 173). The researcher used two instruments, the TLSi and a custom
survey designed by the researcher.
The TLSi, created by Keith Larick and Patricia Clark-White, is a 360-degree
assessment that consists of 10 domains and 80 skills that research has aligned to
transformational leadership traits (Appendix A). Permission to use TLSi archival data
can be found in (Appendix B).
Validity and Reliability—Transformational Leadership Skills Inventory
According to Lynn (1986), “Validity is a crucial factor in the selection or
application of an instrument, for validity is the extent to which that instrument measures
what it is intended to measure” (p. 382). McDowell and Newell (1996) stated,
“Reliability is essentially concerned with ‘error in measurement’” (p. 37). Polit and
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Hungler (1995) asserted that reliability is how dependably or without fail a measurement
scale quantifies what it is supposed to be measuring.
The TLSi (Larick & White, 2012) has been validated for use as a 360-degree
feedback instrument through the use of over 15,000 graduate doctoral students,
school superintendents, law enforcement, health care, and business respondents
Face validity was established using a synthesis of existing research on
transformative leadership practices. Practices with the greatest support in prior
resources were selected for inclusion in the instrument. Core practices identified
through this process were then used to establish the 10 domains and individual
skills within each domain. Experts in each domain area reviewed and provided
feedback on skill statements. Throughout the instrument’s development, domain
experts provided original or revised statements to be field-tested and either
included in the final instrument or returned for additional development. This
process strengthened the content validity of the instrument. The TLSi in its
current form is valid for the purpose of providing feedback on an individual’s
level of transformative leadership skills.
Reliability of the instrument has been established through statistical
analysis of the performance of each domain’s item set. Individual items were
correlated to the overall domain rating and weak items were revised and fieldtested in subsequent administrations. Additionally each set of eight domain items
was correlated to the overall domain rating in order to test the performance of the
set of items in combination. Item to domain correlations are all moderate or
strong relationships (.448 or higher). All correlations of average item set ratings
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to the overall domain rating exceed 0.7, considered a strong relationship. The
TLSi in its current form is reliable for use as a 360-degree survey tool. (K. Larick,
personal communication, March 12, 2015; also see Appendix A)
Content Validity and Reliability—Custom Online Survey
The survey questions were designed with the help of Dr. James Cox (personal
communications, January 13, 2015, through February 18, 2015). The survey questions
were derived directly from the elements and domains of the TLSi designed by Dr.
Patricia Clark-White and Dr. Keith Larick of Brandman University. Because the content
of the survey derived from the TLSi (Appendix A), validity reliability of the survey
content was established in the supporting documentation for the TLSi (Appendix A) as
well as in the literature review in Chapter II of this study.
Field Test—Custom Online Survey
According to Johnson and Johnson (2003), to field-test a survey, the researcher
must have people who are familiar with the subject matter, complete the survey, and
report any survey misinterpretations or shortcomings. In order to avoid biases, the survey
content, questions, and the delivery of the instrument were tested by the researcher
through a field-test to seek and fix problems and issues with the survey. After receiving
feedback, the researcher adjusted the questions and delivery as appropriate.
Data Collection
The researcher used data collected by two instruments. First, pretest and posttest
archival data from the TLSi were used. Second, a custom survey was built using
elements from the TLSi. Pretest and posttest archival data collected using the TLSi were
used to statistically analyze Research Questions 1 through 3. The TLSi was designed by
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Dr. Keith Larick and Dr. Patricia Clark-White of Brandman. Permission was granted to
use the archival data. The supporting document can be found in Appendix C.
The researcher began data collection immediately after receiving approval and
permission to proceed with the study from the Brandman University Institutional Review
Board (BUIRB). The researcher requested the TLSi archival data from Dr. Larick and
Dr. Clark-White. He worked with the university to send out two e-mails to cohort
members. The first e-mail advised students that a survey would be e-mailed requesting
their voluntary participation (Appendix D). The second e-mail provided a link to the
survey (Appendix E). Prior to accessing the survey questions, all applicants were asked
to acknowledge having read the consent form.
Prior to facilitating the survey, BUIRB required all participants to agree to and
acknowledge having read an informed consent form (Appendix F). Coons (2012) stated,
“By definition, informed consent is a process by which a participant confirms his or her
willingness to participate in a particular study, after having been informed of all aspects
of the study that are relevant to the participant’s decision to take part in the study” (p.
175). All participants were first prompted to read BUIRB’s Participant’s Bill of Rights
before continuing to the online consent form. All participants were then asked to read the
informed consent form and to acknowledge their consent to participate in the study by
checking a box and electronically submitting the informed consent form. All participants
were given the option to download or request a copy of the consent form and BUIRB’s
Research Participant’s Bill of Rights. The informed consent form and BUIRB’s
Participant’s Bill of Rights can be reviewed in Appendices F and G.
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The researcher ensured the privacy of those involved in the research study by
securing all files and data using a password-protected personal computer. According to
McMillan and Schumacher (2010), for participants to feel confident that their information
is protected, the researcher must be transparent with respect to who will have access to
the data and for what purpose the data will be used. To ensure confidentiality, the TLSi
archival data were obtained without any student names or other identifying values or
data. With respect to the custom online survey, no personal identifying information was
gathered. The survey was e-mailed to all cohort students by the university. E-mail
addresses were not shared with the researcher. All data and files pertaining to this study
were stored in a password-protected personal computer at the researcher’s residence. No
data were accessible without a password that only the researcher had.
SurveyGizmo, an online software company, provides an online survey service,
which was used to build and deliver the custom survey (Appendix A) for Research
Questions 4 and 5 along with demographics information. SurveyGizmo provided a
password-protected depository for returned surveys. Only the researcher had access to
the data, which did not contain any personal information identifying the participants. The
survey results were stored online and were password protected; only the researcher could
access the data. Appropriate statistical analysis tools were used to examine the resulting
data. Data will be kept in a password-protected file for a period of 1 year and then
destroyed.
Data Analysis
The five research questions, corresponding hypotheses, and statistical methods are
defined in the following section. Specifically, the statistical analyses used were
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Friedman’s’ repeated measures test, Wilcoxon’s’ matched pairs test, the Mann-Whitney
test, and the Kruskall-Wallis test. Wells (2010) wrote,
Milton Friedman developed a statistical test based on ranks that may be applied to
data from randomized block or repeated measures designs where the purpose is to
detect differences across two or more conditions. The Friedman test is classified
as a nonparametric test because it does not require a specific distributional
assumption. A primary advantage of the Friedman test is that it can be applied
more widely as compared to ANOVA. (p. 511)
According to Devore (1982), the Wilcoxon matched pairs test is a nonparametric
substitute to the t test. Specifically, it tests the hypothesis that the results of more than
one variable come from the same distribution. Coleman (2010) wrote,
The Spearman rank order correlation is one of the most common methods to
measure the direction and strength of the association between two variables. First
put forth by British psychologist Charles E. Spearman in a 1904 paper, the
nonparametric (i.e., not based on a standard distribution) statistic is computed
from the sequential arrangement of the data rather than the actual data values
themselves. (p. 1405)
Research Question 1 states, “What are students’ perceived levels of
transformational leadership skill development after completing 1 year of coursework in a
doctoral program in organizational leadership as assessed by the TLSi?
H01. All of the ratings of transformational leadership skill development after completing
1 year of coursework will be similar to each other.
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Ha1. At least some of the ratings of transformational leadership skill development after
completing 1 year of coursework will be significantly different.
Statistical approach: Friedman nonparametric repeated measures test
Research Question 2 states, “What are students’ perceived levels of
transformational leadership skill development after completing 2 years of coursework in
a doctor of education program in organizational leadership?”
H02. All of the ratings of transformational leadership skill development after completing
2 years of coursework will be similar to each other.
Ha2. At least some of the ratings of transformational leadership skill development after
completing 2 years of coursework will be significantly different.
Statistical approach: Friedman nonparametric repeated measures test.
Research Question 3 states, “Are there significant differences in the perceived
levels of transformational leadership skill development between students after 1 year and
2 years in a doctor of education program in organizational Leadership?“
H03. None of the ratings of perceived leadership skill development will have significant
differences from baseline to after Year 1 or from baseline to after Year 2.
Ha3. At least one of the ratings of perceived leadership skill development will be
significantly different from baseline to after Year 1 or from baseline to after Year 2.
Statistical approach: Wilcoxon matched-pairs tests.
Research Question 4 states, “Which of these factors—immersions, cohort
meetings, networking with other students, networking with faculty/program leaders,
transformational change project, dissertation, and program curricula—do students
perceive contributed most to the development of their transformational leadership skills?
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H04. All of the factors will be rated equally often in contributing to the development of
transformational leadership skills.
Ha4. At least one of the factors will be rated significantly more often in contributing to
the development of transformational leadership skills.
Statistical approach: Friedman nonparametric repeated measures test.
Research Question 5 states, “Which of the benefits—increased salary, increased
responsibility at work, promotion, enhanced leadership skills, enhanced problem-solving
skills, and better admiration and respect from peers—did students report achieving after
completing 2 years of coursework?
H05. All of the benefits will be endorsed equally often.
Ha6. At least one of the benefits will be endorsed more often.
Statistical approach: Friedman nonparametric repeated measures test.
Limitations
Limitations are found in all research designs (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010).
The first limitation of this study was that the population consisted of students from one
California-based university. The second limitation was that the EdD program in this
study had no previous history; the data being analyzed were collected from the very first
cohort enrolled in the program. The third limitation was that the pretest and posttest
archival data were self-perceived. The fourth limitation assumed that all participants
responded to the survey questions willingly and truthfully. The fifth limitation is that the
researcher was a member of the first cohort that completed the coursework. Thus, the
researcher understood the importance of providing unbiased data and only applying what
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was experienced in the program in Chapter V or the discussion chapter. and only when it
added details to help the reader better understand the topic or issue.
Of the first two limitations, one can debate that this study is not a true reflection
of similar EdD programs with longer tenure or those programs that are outside the state
of California. The third and fourth limitations place the credibility of the data on selfreported and perceived assessment. Lastly, the fifth limitation may provide space to
debate whether the research may be biased because the researcher was a member of the
first cohort that completed the program.
Summary
Chapter III described the purpose of the study, research questions, and
hypotheses. This chapter further described the research design, population, sample,
instrumentation, data collection, analysis, survey instruments used, and limitations.
The first three research questions used descriptive statistics to analyze the
perceived level of transformational leadership skill development over a baseline and two
specified period of times. Perceived skill-level development was measured by a TLSi
students completed three times during a doctoral program: at the beginning of Year 1, the
beginning of Year 2 and the end of Year 2. These data existed as archival data at the time
of the study.
Archival pretest and posttest data from the TLSi surveys were analyzed
quantitatively and reported in means. The pretest-posttest study designs are commonly
used over a range of research disciplines, predominantly for paralleling groups or
assessing change resulting from investigational tests (Pagano, 2007).
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The fourth question, “Which of these factors—immersions, cohort meetings,
networking with other students, networking with faculty/administrators, transformational
change project, dissertation, or program curricula—do students perceive contributed most
to the development of their transformational leadership skills?” used the Friedman
nonparametric repeated measures test. This question investigated statistically significant
differences between means. The data were analyzed using Friedman’s nonparametric
repeated measures test to look for significant differences in transformational leadership
skill development based on student characteristics (age, gender, educational background,
and profession).
The fifth research question, “Which of the benefits—increased salary, increased
responsibility at work, promotion, better skills as a leader, better problem-solving skills,
and/or better admiration and respect from peers—did students report achieving after
completing 2 years of coursework?” used Friedman’s nonparametric repeated measures
test. The results of all data analyses are presented in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
This chapter analyzes and summarizes the data that measured the degree to which
students in a doctoral program in organizational leadership perceived that their
transformational leadership skills had developed. Additionally in this chapter, the
purpose statement is restated along with the research questions, research methodology,
and data collection methods utilized. The population and samples are outlined, followed
by the presentation of the themes and the data analysis. This chapter concludes with a
discussion of the findings for the research questions and provides a summary of the
findings.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed-methods (quantitative–qualitative) study was to
identify the perceived level of transformational leadership skill development by students
enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership. In addition, it was the
purpose of this study to identify which of the seven core program elements students
perceive as being most beneficial to the development of their transformational leadership
skills. Finally, it was the purpose of this study to identify what students perceive as the
personal and professional benefits realized after 2 years in the program.
Research Questions
The following research questions were developed for this study:
1. What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill development
after completing 1 year of coursework in a doctoral program in organizational
leadership as assessed by the TLSi?
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2. What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill development
after completing 2 years of coursework in a doctor of education program in
organizational leadership?
3. Are there significant differences in the perceived levels of transformational leadership
skill development between students after 1 year and 2 years in a doctor of education
program in organizational leadership?
4. Which of these factors—immersions, cohort meetings, networking with other students,
networking with faculty/administrators, transformational change project, dissertation,
or program curricula—do students perceive contributed most to the development of
their transformational leadership skills?
5. Which of the benefits—increased salary, increased responsibility at work, promotion,
better skills as a leader, better problem-solving skills, and/or better admiration and
respect from peers—did students report achieving after completing 2 years of
coursework?
Methodology
This study used a mixed-methods (qualitative-quantitative) research design.
Mixed-methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions as well as
methods of inquiry (Creswell, 2003). As a methodology, it involves philosophical
assumptions that guide the direction of the collection and analysis of data and the mixture
of qualitative and quantitative approaches in many phases in the research process. As a
method, it focuses on collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative
data in a single study or series of studies. Its central premise is that the use of
quantitative and qualitative approaches in combination provides a better understanding of
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research problems than either approach alone (Greene et al., 1989). A qualitative
research design is “a type of research that refers to an in-depth study using face-to-face or
observation techniques to collect data from people in their natural settings” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p. 489).
A quantitative correlational design was considered for this study. Creswell (2003)
stated that a quantitative correlation is “useful for identifying the type of association,
explaining complex relationships of multiple factors that explain an outcome, and
predicting an outcome from one or more predictors” (p. 338). However, because the
study looked for significance in difference and not correlation, it was determined not a
good fit for this study.
It was determined that the mixed-methods approach was the best match for this
study because mixing methods can measure a psychological trait as asserted by Campbell
and Fiske (1959). Their call for multiple methods “to ensure that the variance was
reflected in the trait and not in the method” (Creswell, 2003, p. 174) later expanded into
what Denzin (1978) dubbed “triangulation.” When triangulation is used in research,
findings are richer, the information is more accurate, and there is greater usefulness. This
study’s findings were clearer, more accurate, and provided a nuanced view of the
doctoral student’s behaviors in and feelings about the program.
This study was based on five quantitative research questions that sought to
corroborate information on the perceived level of transformational leadership skill
development of students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership.
This study measured the degree to which students in a doctoral program in organizational
leadership perceived that their transformational leadership skills had developed.
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Population
According to Weiss and Weiss (2012), a research population is also known as a
well-defined collection of individuals or objects known to have similar characteristics.
All individuals or objects within a certain population usually have a common, binding
characteristic or trait. The specific population of this study was doctoral students
enrolled in Brandman University’s Doctor of Education in Organizational Leadership
(EdD) program. Brandman University is located in Irvine, California, and the population
for this study was students enrolled in the doctoral program during the years 2012, 2013,
and 2014 who successfully completed the assigned coursework.
A variety of interests and jobs was represented in this population; they included
but were not limited to leaders and executives from for-profit and not-for profit
businesses, law enforcement, healthcare, K-12 schools, universities, active and retired
military, entrepreneurs, and government.
Brandman University is one of many universities offering doctoral programs in
California that focus on organizational leadership. The following universities offer
doctoral programs in leadership studies: USC Rossier School of Education, California
State University, University of California Davis/Sonoma, Stanford University, University
of San Francisco, California Lutheran University, University of La Verne, Drexel
University Sacramento, Alliant International University, University of San Diego, and
Pepperdine University.
Sample
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) stated, “In quantitative studies, the group of
subjects or participants from whom the data are collected is referred to as the sample”
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(p. 129). It is important to note that each cohort starting in a specific year was also given
the name of the associated with the Greek alphabet. For this study, the cohort was named
the alpha cohort. The study’s sample size included all Alpha cohort members who
completed the 2-year coursework and were approved for candidacy, which totaled 114
students. For quantitative Research Questions 1, 2, and 3, pre- and post-TLSi archival
data collected from students were used. In the year 2012, 159 students completed the
TLSi survey. In 2013, 122 students completed the survey. In Year 3, 90 students
completed the survey. For the qualitative Research Questions 4 and 5 and to collect the
student demographics, a survey was developed and e-mailed to all Alpha cohort
members. A total of 51 students completed the survey within the time allotted (July 6,
2015, through July 17, 2015).
Presentation of Data
Archival data and survey data were collected and analyzed to identify the
perceived level of transformational leadership skill development by students enrolled in a
doctoral program in organizational leadership, which of the seven core program elements
(Appendix H) students perceive as being most beneficial to the development of their
transformational leadership skills, and what students perceive as the personal and
professional benefits realized after 2 years in the program.
Prior to answering the research questions, the archival data from the TLSi were
analyzed to determine which of the 10 domains ranked the highest using mean scores for
each of the three times the TLSi was administered. The purpose of this analysis was to
gauge in which of the 10 TLSi domains students perceived they had the highest self-
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reliance and in which of the 10 domains students perceived they had the lowest selfreliance. The results are described in Tables 1 through 3.
Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics for the 2012 TLSi domain scores sorted
by the highest mean. These ratings were based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little
extent) to 5 (very great). Table 1 describes what students enrolled in the doctoral
program perceived their strengths and challenges were prior to starting the program in
September 2012. Students’ top three perceived strengths were character/integrity,
personal/interpersonal skills, and communication and diversity. Students ranked problem
solving/decision making, visionary leadership, and political intelligence as areas where
growth can occur.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for September 2012 TLSi Sorted by Highest Mean
Domain

M

SD

Character/integrity

4.15

0.41

Personal/interpersonal skills

4.00

0.43

Communication

3.94

0.44

Diversity

3.94

0.49

Team building

3.92

0.47

Collaboration

3.88

0.47

Creativity and sustained innovation

3.82

0.48

Problem solving/decision making

3.80

0.44

Visionary leadership

3.75

0.48

Political intelligence

3.72

0.45

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 159.

At the end of Year 1, the TLSI survey was administered for the second time in
June 2013. Table 2 displays the descriptive statistics for the 2013 TLSi domain scores
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sorted by the highest mean. These ratings were also based on a 5-point metric scale: 1
(very little extent) to 5 (very great). Students ranked character/integrity, diversity, and
personal/interpersonal skills as the top three domains. These same students ranked
political intelligence, problem solving/decision making, and creativity and sustained
innovation as the bottom three domains.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for June 2013 TLSi Sorted by Highest Mean
Domain

M

SD

Character/integrity

4.19

0.49

Diversity

4.08

0.51

Personal/interpersonal skills

4.07

0.46

Communication

4.06

0.49

Team building

4.05

0.50

Collaboration

3.99

0.50

Visionary leadership

3.97

0.53

Creativity and sustained innovation

3.94

0.55

Problem solving/decision making

3.94

0.48

Political intelligence

3.92

0.52

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 122.

Table 3 displays the descriptive statistics for the August 2014 TLSi domain scores
sorted by the highest mean. These ratings were also based on a 5-point metric scale: 1
(very little extent) to 5 (very great). In the third and final administered TLSi, the students
ranked diversity, team building, and collaboration as the top three domains. These same
students ranked political intelligence, problem solving/decision making, and creativity
and sustained innovation as the bottom three domains.
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The data from the first three tables reveals that students’ perceived strength in
each of the 10 domains improved and grew year after year. This can be attributed to the
course curriculum taught during Year 1 and Year 2, respectively (Appendices I and J).
Additionally, the percentage of change for each domain is reviewed in the tables that
follow. This provides more insight and context as to which domains had the largest
increase and which had the smallest, and more importantly, why.

Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for August 2014 TLSi Sorted by Highest Mean
Domain

M

SD

Diversity

4.51

0.44

Team building

4.50

0.37

Collaboration

4.46

0.39

Character/integrity

4.46

0.36

Personal/interpersonal skills

4.43

0.39

Visionary leadership

4.39

0.48

Communication

4.39

0.37

Creativity and sustained innovation

4.35

0.45

Problem solving/decision making

4.34

0.41

Political intelligence

4.28

0.44

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 90.

Before answering the research questions, I wanted to explain that Table 4 is
included to display the psychometric characteristics for the 10 TLSi domain scores.
Reliability and validity are key to implementing psychometric measurements. Reliability
deals with the extent to which a measure is repeatable or stable. Validity enhances a
study because it proves that the research is logical and factually sound. Essentially,
reliability and validity refer to the consistency of what is being measured and how
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consistent it is (Jeanneret, 2005). Table 4’s ratings were based on a 5-point metric scale:
1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great). The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient ranged
in size from α = .68 to α = .80 with the median-sized coefficient being α = .75. This
suggests that all scales had acceptable levels of internal reliability (Creswell, 2003; Table
4).

Table 4
Psychometric Characteristics or Reliability of the Data for September 2012 TLSi Aggregated
Scale Scores
# of Items

M

SD

Low

High

α

Character/integrity

8

4.15

0.41

2.88

5.00

.69

Collaboration

8

3.88

0.47

2.63

4.88

.76

Communication

8

3.94

0.44

2.50

5.00

.68

Creativity and sustained innovation

8

3.82

0.48

2.25

5.00

.76

Diversity

8

3.94

0.49

2.25

5.00

.78

Personal/interpersonal skills

8

4.00

0.43

2.75

5.00

.73

Political intelligence

8

3.72

0.45

2.63

4.88

.74

Problem solving/decision making

8

3.80

0.44

2.50

5.00

.73

Team building

8

3.92

0.47

2.63

5.00

.80

Visionary leadership

8

3.75

0.48

2.13

5.00

.77

Score

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 159.

Answering the Phase I Research Questions
The first three research questions used descriptive statistics to analyze the
perceived level of transformational leadership skill development over a baseline and two
specified period of times. Perceived skill-level development was measured by a TLSi
that students completed three times during a doctoral program first, prior to the program
starting in September 2012, the second time in June 2013, and the third assessment was
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completed in August 2014: at the beginning of Year 1, the beginning of Year 2, and the
end of Year 2. These data existed as archival data at the time of the study.
Archival pretest and posttest data from the TLSi surveys were analyzed
quantitatively and reported in means. The pretest-posttest study designs are commonly
used over a range of research disciplines, predominantly for paralleling groups or
assessing change resulting from investigational tests (Pagano, 2007). In the
psychometrics, reliability is the overall consistency of a measure. A measure is said to
have a high reliability if it produces similar results under consistent conditions (Pagano,
2007). Reliability is seen in the data provided in table 4 are between a standard deviation
of .41 and .49.
Research Question 1
What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill
development after completing 1 year of coursework in a doctoral program in
organizational leadership as assessed by the TLSi?
The related null hypothesis (H01) predicted that “all of the ratings of
transformational leadership skill development after completing 1 year of coursework will
be similar to each other.” Table 5 displays the results of the paired t tests comparing
domain ratings from 2012 to 2013. Inspection of the table found that eight of the 10
domains had significant increases. Table 6 reformats the paired t tests from Table 5
based on the amount of gain. The domain with the largest gain was visionary leadership
(M = 0.25) while the domain with the smallest gain was character/integrity (M = 0.04).
This combination of findings found support to reject the null hypothesis (Tables 5 and 6).
What may be assumed is that the highest rated domains would show the smallest
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percentage of gain. The findings from Tables 5 and 6 display the top three domains
perceived to be highest for students, which include character/integrity, collaborations,
and communication. The three domains with the highest percentage of change were
visionary leadership, political intelligence, and problem solving/decision making,
respectively. Researchers can make the argument that even if there was growth in each
domain, not all domains showed the same percentage of growth. It is also interesting to
note that the data point out that students who perceived certain domains as strengths prior
to entering the program saw the least amount of growth in those same domains.
Students’ prior knowledge and experience in applying these leadership characteristics
may play a significant role in the percentage of change. Essentially, the more knowledge
or experience students came in with, with respect to the leadership skills or domains that
were being measured, the less likely they were to perceive that their knowledge or
experience enhanced their skillset. For example, students a student who has held
leadership position for the past 21 years will come in to the doctoral program with much
more leadership skills and experience than a student with little to now past leadership
experience. Hence, the student with little to no leadership experience will grow much
more in each of the domains than the student who has many years of leadership exposure.
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Table 5
Comparison of September 2012 and June 2013 TLSi Scale Scores
Pair

Domain

n

M

SD

2012 Character/integrity
2013 Character/integrity

121
121

4.15
4.19

0.40
0.49

2012 Collaboration
2013 Collaboration

121
121

3.86
3.99

0.44
0.50

2012 Communication
2013 Communication

121
121

3.91
4.07

0.44
0.49

2012 Creativity and sustained innovation
2013 Creativity and sustained innovation

121
121

3.78
3.94

0.47
0.55

2012 Diversity
2013 Diversity

121
121

3.92
4.08

0.47
0.51

2012 Personal/interpersonal skills
2013 Personal/interpersonal skills

121
121

3.99
4.07

0.42
0.46

2012 Political intelligence
2013 Political intelligence

121
121

3.68
3.92

0.45
0.52

2012 Problem solving/decision making
2013 Problem solving/decision making

121
121

3.78
3.94

0.42
0.48

2012 Team building
2013 Team building

121
121

3.89
4.05

0.45
0.51

2012 Visionary leadership
2013 Visionary leadership

121
121

3.72
3.97

0.45
0.53

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

t

p

0.98

.330

2.78

.006

3.43

.001

3.11

.002

3.27

.001

1.84

.070

4.59

.001

3.29

.001

3.04

.003

4.49

.001

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 121.
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Table 6
Comparison of Gains Between September 2012–June 2013 TLSi Scale Scores Sorted by Highest
Mean
Domain

M

SD

t

p

Visionary leadership

0.25

0.61

4.49

.001

Political intelligence

0.24

0.58

4.59

.001

Problem solving/decision making

0.16

0.55

3.29

.001

Creativity and sustained innovation

0.16

0.57

3.11

.002

Diversity

0.16

0.54

3.27

.001

Team building

0.16

0.57

3.04

.003

Communication

0.15

0.49

3.43

.001

Collaboration

0.14

0.54

2.78

.006

Personal/interpersonal skills

0.08

0.48

1.84

.070

Character/integrity

0.04

0.43

0.98

.330

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 121.

Research Question 2
What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill
development after completing 2 years of coursework in a doctor of education program in
organizational leadership?
The related null hypothesis (H02) predicted that “all of the ratings of
transformational leadership skill development after completing 2 years of coursework
will be similar to each other.” Table 7 displays the results of the paired t tests comparing
domain ratings from 2012 to 2014. Inspection of the table found that all 10 domains had
significant increases at the p = .001 level. Table 8 reformats the paired t tests from Table
7 based on the amount of gain. The domain with the largest gain was visionary
leadership (M = 0.70), while the domain with smallest gain was character/integrity (M =
0.30). In addition, when the gains from 2013 to 2014 were examined (Table 9), the
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Table 7
Comparison of September 2012 and August 2014 TLSi Scale Scores
Pair

Domain

n

M

SD

2012 Character/integrity
2014 Character/integrity

86
86

4.15
4.45

0.40
0.36

2012 Collaboration
2014 Collaboration

86
86

3.84
4.47

0.42
0.39

2012 Communication
2014 Communication

86
86

3.90
4.39

0.43
0.37

2012 Creativity and sustained innovation
2014 Creativity and sustained innovation

86
86

3.76
4.34

0.47
0.45

2012 Diversity
2014 Diversity

86
86

3.93
4.50

0.48
0.45

2012 Personal/interpersonal skills
2014 Personal/interpersonal skills

86
86

3.98
4.43

0.42
0.39

2012 Political intelligence
2014 Political intelligence

86
86

3.68
4.29

0.44
0.45

2012 Problem solving/decision making
2014 Problem solving/decision making

86
86

3.76
4.34

0.43
0.41

2012 Team building
2014 Team building

86
86

3.88
4.50

0.45
0.38

2012 Visionary leadership
2014 Visionary leadership

86
86

3.69
4.39

0.45
0.48

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

t

p

6.45

.001

12.35

.001

10.60

.001

9.75

.001

10.41

.001

9.66

.001

11.60

.001

10.26

.001

11.27

.001

12.44

.001

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 86.

domain with the largest gain was collaboration (M = 0.46) while the domain with
smallest gain was character/integrity (M = 0.24). This combination of findings found
support to reject the null hypothesis (Tables 7, 8, and 9). It is interesting to note that
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from Year 1 to Year 3, there was one domain from Year 1 that grew significantly in Year
3. In Year 1, the top three domains perceived to be highest for students included
character/integrity, collaboration, and communication. The three domains with the
highest percentage change in after Year 3 were visionary leadership, collaboration, and
team building, respectively. Collaboration was ranked as the highest perceived
competency preprogram and it was the second highest domain in percentage growth after
Year 2. To better understand what caused collaboration to have been listed as a
perceived strength coming into the program and also as the second highest domain to
increase after Year 2 may be attributed to an increase of course curriculum related to
student learning team assignments and/or projects.
Table 8
Comparison of Gains Between September 2012–August 2014 TLSI Scale Scores Sorted by
Highest Mean
Domain

M

SD

t

p

Visionary leadership

0.70

0.52

12.44

.001

Collaboration

0.63

0.47

12.35

.001

Team building

0.61

0.51

11.27

.001

Political intelligence

0.61

0.49

11.60

.001

Problem solving/decision making

0.58

0.53

10.26

.001

Creativity and sustained innovation

0.58

0.55

9.75

.001

Diversity

0.57

0.51

10.41

.001

Communication

0.50

0.43

10.60

.001

Personal/interpersonal skills

0.45

0.44

9.66

.001

Character/integrity

0.30

0.43

6.45

.001

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 86.
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Table 9
Comparison of Gains Between June 2013–August 2014 TLSI Scale Scores Sorted by Highest
Mean
Domain

M

SD

t

p

Collaboration

0.46

0.50

8.46

.001

Team building

0.44

0.50

8.10

.001

Diversity

0.40

0.47

7.99

.001

Creativity and sustained innovation

0.39

0.57

6.47

.001

Visionary leadership

0.39

0.51

7.17

.001

Problem solving/decision making

0.37

0.48

7.20

.001

Personal/interpersonal skills

0.36

0.48

6.99

.001

Political intelligence

0.35

0.56

5.82

.001

Communication

0.31

0.48

6.12

.001

Character/integrity

0.24

0.48

4.77

.001

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 87.

Research Question 3
Are there significant differences in the perceived levels of transformational
leadership skill development between students after 1 year and 2 years in a doctor of
education program in organizational leadership?
The related null hypothesis (H03) predicted that “none of the ratings of perceived
leadership skill development will have significant differences from baseline to after Year
1 or from baseline to after Year 2.” Table 10 displays the results of the paired t tests
comparing domain rating gains from 2012 to 2013 with the domain rating gains from
2013 to 2014. Inspection of the table found that six of the 10 domains had significantly
greater increases from 2013 to 2014 compared to 2012 to 2013. This combination of
findings found support to reject the null hypothesis (Table 10).
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Table 10
Comparison of Gains Between September 2012–June 2013 and June 2013–August 2014 TLSi
Scale Scores
Pair

Domain

n

M

SD

2012–2013 Character/integrity
2013–2014 Character/integrity

86
86

0.05
0.25

0.41
0.48

2012–2013 Collaboration
2013–2014 Collaboration

86
86

0.18
0.45

0.52
0.51

2012–2013 Communication
2013–2014 Communication

86
86

0.19
0.31

0.45
0.48

2012–2013 Creativity/sustained innovation
2013–2014 Creativity/sustained innovation

86
86

0.18
0.40

0.54
0.57

2012–2013 Diversity
2013–2014 Diversity

86
86

0.17
0.40

0.50
0.47

1

2

3

4

5

6
2012–2013 Personal/interpersonal skills
2013–2014 Personal/interpersonal skills

86
86

0.10
0.35

86
86

0.26
0.35

2012–2013 Problem solving/decision making
2013–2014 Problem solving/decision making

86
86

0.22
0.37

0.52
0.48

2012–2013 Team building
2013–2014 Team building

86
86

0.18
0.44

0.54
0.50

9

10
86
86

0.30
0.39

2.28

.030

2.84

.006

1.37

.170

2.12

.040

2.60

.010

2.76

.007

0.84

.410

1.61

.110

2.61

.010

0.92

.360

0.57
0.57

8

2012–2013 Visionary leadership
2013–2014 Visionary leadership

p

0.46
0.47

7
2012–2013 Political intelligence
2013–2014 Political intelligence

t

0.52
0.51

Note. Ratings based on a 5-point metric scale: 1 (very little extent) to 5 (very great); n = 86.
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Answering the Phase II Qualitative Research Questions
Research Questions 4 and 5 sought to add to the body of work by asking
qualitative research questions. Research Question 4 used the Friedman nonparametric
repeated measures test. This question investigated statistically significant differences
between means. The data were analyzed using Friedman’s nonparametric repeated
measures test to look for significant differences in transformational leadership skill
development based on student characteristics (age, gender, educational background, and
profession).
Research Question 5 used Friedman’s nonparametric repeated measures test. The
results of all data analyses are presented in this chapter.
Research Question 4
Which of these factors—immersions, cohort meetings, networking with other
students, networking with faculty/administrators, transformational change project,
dissertation, or program curricula—do students perceive contributed most to the
development of their transformational leadership skills?
The related null hypothesis (H04) predicted that “all of the factors will be rated
equally often in contributing to the development of transformational leadership skills.”
To answer this question, Table 11 displays the descriptive statistics for the ratings of the
core elements of the program sorted by the highest mean. These ratings were based on a
6-point metric with 1 (extremely ineffective) to 6 (extremely effective). The Friedman
repeated measures test result was significant (p = .001). Most effective was the program
curricula (M = 5.49) and the least effective was the networking with faculty and other
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administrators (M = 4.77; see Table 11). This combination of findings provided support
to reject the null hypothesis.
Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for Ratings of Core Elements Sorted by Highest Mean
Variable

M

SD

Program currricula

5.49

0.78

Dissertation

5.38

0.85

Immersions

5.06

1.05

Cohort meetings

5.04

1.27

Networking with students

4.81

0.95

Transformational change project

4.77

0.89

Networking with faculty and other administrators

4.77

0.98

Note. Ratings were based on a 6-point metric scale: 1 (extremely ineffective) to 6 (extremely
effective); Friedman repeated measures test results: χ2 (6, n = 47) = 40.08, p = .001.

Research Question 5
Which of the benefits—increased salary, increased responsibility at work,
promotion, better skills as a leader, better problem-solving skills, and/or better
admiration and respect from peers—did students report achieving after completing 2
years of coursework?
The related null hypothesis (H05) predicted that “all of the benefits will be
endorsed equally often.” This question was answered using data from both after 2 years
of coursework (Table 12) and for anticipated benefits after completing their dissertation
and graduating (Table 13). The Friedman repeated measures test results were significant
(p = .001) for the differences in perceived benefits for both time periods. Highest
perceived benefits after 2 years of coursework was for better skills as a leader (93.6%)
while the lowest perceived benefit was increased salary (34.0%). For anticipated benefits
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after completing their dissertation and graduating, the highest endorsed benefit was
promotion or new job (59.6%) while the least frequently endorsed benefit was better
skills as a leader (10.6%). This combination of findings provided support to reject the
null hypothesis (Tables 12 and 13).

Table 12
Perceived Benefits Achieved After 2 Years of Coursework Sorted by Highest Frequency
Benefit

n

%

Better skills as a leader

44

93.6

Better problem-solving skills

33

70.2

Greater admiration and respect from peers

28

59.6

Increased responsibility at work

19

40.4

Promotion or new job

19

40.4

Increased salary

16

34.0

Other

12

25.5

Note. Respondents were allowed to endorse multiple benefits so the totals equal greater than
100%; Friedman repeated measures test results: χ2 (6, N = 47) = 70.35, p = .001.

Table 13
Anticipated Benefits After Dissertation and Graduation Sorted by Highest Frequency
Benefit

n

%

Promotion or new job

28

59.6

Increased salary

22

46.8

Greater admiration and respect from peers

19

40.4

Other

11

23.4

Increased responsibility at work

8

17.0

Better problem-solving skills

7

14.9

Better skills as a leader

5

10.6

Note. Respondents were allowed to endorse multiple benefits so the totals equal greater than
100%; Friedman repeated measures test results: χ2 (6, n = 47) = 47.76, p = .001.
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Additional Findings
As an additional set of exploratory analyses, the 21 effectiveness and benefit
ratings from Tables 11 through 13 were correlated with five demographic variables
(gender, age group, whether the respondent was Caucasian, number of years in current
job, and whether the respondent worked in the education industry). Spearman
correlations were used instead of the more popular Pearson correlations due to the sample
size (n = 47). Also, given the sample size and the exploratory nature of the study,
correlations significant at the p < .10 level were noted to suggest possible avenues for
future research.
For the resulting 105 Spearman correlations, seven were significant at the p < .10
level. Those who found the cohort meetings to be effective were more likely to have had
more years in their present job (rs = .25, p = .09). Those who reported a salary increase
benefit after two program years were more likely to be Caucasian (rs = .28, p = .05).
Those who reported an increased responsibility at work benefit after 2 program years
were also more likely to be Caucasian (rs = .30, p = .04). Those who reported a
promotion or new job benefit after two program years were more likely to be older (rs =
.28, p = .06) and more likely to be Caucasian (rs = .30, p = .04). An anticipated increase
in salary benefit after graduation was more likely for those who had more years in their
present job (rs = .40, p = .005). An anticipated promotion or new job benefit after
graduation was more likely for those who were younger (rs = -.27, p = .07).
In summary, this study used responses from 163 students in Phase I and 47
students in Phase II to measure the degree to which students in a doctoral program in
organizational leadership perceived that their transformational leadership skills had
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developed. Hypothesis 1 (Phase I gains from 2012 to 2013) was supported (Tables 5 and
6). Hypothesis 2 (Phase I gains from 2012 to 2014) was supported (Tables 7 through 9).
Hypothesis 3 (Phase I gains from 2012 to 2013 compared to gains from 2013 to 2014)
was supported (Table 10). Hypothesis 4 (Phase II differences in core elements
effectiveness ratings) was supported (Table 11). Hypothesis 5 (Phase II differences in
perceived and anticipated benefits) was supported (Tables 12 and 13). In the final
chapter, these findings are compared to the literature; conclusions and implications are
drawn, and a series of recommendations is suggested.
Forty-seven students completed the Phase II qualitative survey (Table 14). Most
(74.5%) were between 31 and 50 years of age. Over half (55.3%) were Caucasian with
fewer Asians (14.9%), Hispanics (12.8%), or African Americans (8.5%). About three
quarters of the sample (74.5%) worked in some aspect of education. The number of
years in their most recent job ranged from 0-4 years (17.0%) to over 16 years (34.0%)
with the median number of years being 13. Most of the respondents (83.0%) were female
(Table 14).
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Table 14
Frequency Counts for Demographic Variables From the Survey
Variable

Category

n

%

30 years or younger
31-50 years old
51 years or older

2
35
10

4.3
74.5
21.3

African American or Black
Asian/Pacific Islander
Hispanic or Latino
Caucasian
Other

4
7
6
26
4

8.5
14.9
12.8
55.3
8.5

Business (for profit)
Education teacher (K-12)
Education teacher (college)
Education administration (all levels)
Other

6
10
5
20
6

12.8
21.3
10.6
42.6
12.8

0-4 years
5-10 years
11-15 years
Over 16 years

8
14
9
16

17.0
29.8
19.1
34.0

Female
Male

39
8

83.0
17.0

Age group

Race/ethnicity

Work field

Number of years
in most recent job a

Gender

a

Number of years: Mdn = 13 years.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The focus of this study was to identify the perceived level of transformational
leadership skill development by students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational
leadership. Ingleton (2013) suggested, “The fast-paced growth of organizations in the
world requires more leaders who are equipped with the requisite skills and competencies
to bring about positive change in society” (p. 219). Boyd (2011) suggested that “there is
a need for leadership education/leadership development at every level of society from
youth to business executives” (p. 7). Tuuk (2012) explained, “The next decade will
undoubtedly bring major change to how businesses are structured, how they are led, and
how these changes affect employees and shape their experiences” (p. 1). However, given
the constraints, complexities, and narrowed margin of error in today’s business
environment, financing leadership development training and education is subject to the
same rigor and scrutiny of other business investments (Eiter & Halperin, 2010). In the
current business environment, business leaders and administrators must demonstrate that
investing in leadership development can ensure a positive return on investment. Astin
and Astin (2000) declared that higher education should acknowledge the demanding
challenges of leadership training and intentionally and coherently conceptualize ways in
which they can “produce future generations of transformative leaders” (p. 6). As such,
identifying the most effective ways to develop college students’ leadership capacity is an
emerging discussion among leadership educators (Shehane et al., 2012). This will prove
important because business leaders and administrators need the research and tools to
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demonstrate that continuing to invest in leadership development will help produce the
next generation of leaders.
Chapter V presents the findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations
of the research study. It begins with an overview of the study’s purpose, research
questions, research method, population, and sample and continues with a presentation of
the major findings, followed by the researcher’s conclusions, implications for action, and
recommendations for future research. The chapter ends with the researcher’s concluding
remarks and reflections.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed-methods (quantitative-qualitative) study was to
identify the perceived level of transformational leadership skill development by students
enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership. In addition, it was the
purpose of this study to identify which of the seven core program elements students
perceive as being most beneficial to the development of their transformational leadership
skills. Finally, it was the purpose of this study to identify what students perceive as the
personal and professional benefits realized after 2 years in the program.
Research Questions
The following research questions were developed for this study:
1. What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill development
after completing 1 year of coursework in a doctoral program in organizational
leadership as assessed by the TLSi?
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2. What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill development
after completing 2 years of coursework in a doctor of education program in
organizational leadership?
3. Are there significant differences in the perceived levels of transformational leadership
skill development between students after 1 year and 2 years in a doctor of education
program in organizational leadership?
4. Which of these factors—immersions, cohort meetings, networking with other students,
networking with faculty/administrators, transformational change project, dissertation,
or program curricula—do students perceive contributed most to the development of
their transformational leadership skills?
5. Which of the benefits—increased salary, increased responsibility at work, promotion,
better skills as a leader, better problem-solving skills, and/or better admiration and
respect from peers—did students report achieving after completing 2 years of
coursework?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
This study used a mixed-methods (qualitative-quantitative) research design. A
mixed-methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions as well as
methods of inquiry (Creswell, 2003). As a methodology, it involves philosophical
assumptions that guide the direction of the collection and analysis of data and the mixture
of qualitative and quantitative approaches in many phases in the research process. As a
method, it focuses on collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative
data in a single study or series of studies. Its central premise is that the use of
quantitative and qualitative approaches in combination provides a better understanding of
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research problems than either approach alone (Greene et al., 1989). A qualitative
research design is “a type of research that refers to an in-depth study using face-to-face or
observation techniques to collect data from people in their natural settings” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p. 489).
A quantitative correlational design was considered for this study. Creswell (2003)
stated that a quantitative correlation is “useful for identifying the type of association,
explaining complex relationships of multiple factors that explain an outcome, and
predicting an outcome from one or more predictors” (p. 338). However, because the
study looked for significance in difference and not correlation, it was determined not a
good fit for this study.
It was determined that the mixed-methods approach was the best match for this
study because mixing methods can measure a psychological trait as asserted by Campbell
and Fiske (1959). Their call for multiple methods “to ensure that the variance was
reflected in the trait and not in the method” (Creswell, 2003, p. 174) later expanded into
what Denzin (1978) dubbed “triangulation.” When triangulation is used in research,
findings are richer, the information is more accurate, and there is greater usefulness. This
study’s findings were clearer, more accurate, and provided a nuanced view of the
doctoral student’s behaviors in and feelings about the program.
This study was based on five quantitative research questions that sought to
corroborate information on the perceived level of transformational leadership skill
development of students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership.
This study measured the degree to which students in a doctoral program in organizational
leadership perceived that their transformational leadership skills had developed.
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Population
According to Weiss and Weiss (2012), a research population is also known as a
well-defined collection of individuals or objects known to have similar characteristics.
All individuals or objects within a certain population usually have a common, binding
characteristic or trait. The specific population of this study was doctoral students
enrolled in Brandman University’s Doctor of Education in Organizational Leadership
(EdD) program. Brandman University is located in Irvine, California, and the population
for this study was students enrolled in the doctoral program during the years 2012, 2013,
and 2014 who successfully completed the assigned coursework.
A variety of interests and jobs were represented in this population; they included
but were not limited to leaders and executives from for-profit and not-for profit
businesses, law enforcement, healthcare, K-12 schools, universities, active and retired
military, entrepreneurs, and government.
Brandman University is one of many universities offering doctoral programs in
California that focus on organizational leadership. The following universities offer
doctoral programs in leadership studies: USC Rossier School of Education, California
State University, University of California Davis/Sonoma, Stanford University, University
of San Francisco, California Lutheran University, University of La Verne, Drexel
University Sacramento, Alliant International University, University of San Diego, and
Pepperdine University.
Sample
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) stated, “In quantitative studies, the group of
subjects or participants from whom the data are collected is referred to as the sample”
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(p. 129). The study’s sample size included all Alpha cohort members who completed the
2-year coursework and were approved for candidacy, which totaled 114 students. For
quantitative Research Questions 1, 2, and 3, pre- and post-TLSi archival data collected
from students were used. In the year 2012, 159 students completed the TLSi survey. In
2013, 122 students completed the survey. In Year 3, 90 students completed the survey.
For the qualitative Research Questions 4 and 5 and to collect the student demographics, a
survey was developed and e-mailed to all Alpha cohort members. A total of 51 students
completed the survey within the time allotted (July 6, 2015, through July 17, 2015).
Major Findings
A summary of key findings that emerged from the data analysis in Chapter IV are
presented in the following sections. The findings resulted from the archival data and data
collected from a survey designed specifically for this study are organized by the five
research questions. In addition, a data analysis chart (see Appendix L) was created
summarizing the data elements and statistical approaches.
Research Question 1
What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill
development after completing 1 year of coursework in a doctoral program in
organizational leadership as assessed by the TLSi?
To answer this question, Table 5 displays the results of the paired t tests
comparing domain ratings from 2012 to 2013. Inspection of the table found that eight of
the 10 domains including collaboration, communication, creativity and sustained
innovation, diversity, political intelligence, problem solving/decision making, team
building, and visionary leadership had significant increases. The two domains that did
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not increase significantly were character/integrity and personal/interpersonal skills.
Table 6 reformatted the paired t tests from Table 5 based on the amount of gain. The
domain with the largest gain was visionary leadership (M = 0.25) while the domain with
smallest gain was character/integrity (M = 0.04).
Research Question 2
What are students’ perceived levels of transformational leadership skill
development after completing 2 years of coursework in a doctor of education program in
organizational leadership?
To answer this question, Table 7 displayed the results of the paired t tests
comparing domain ratings from 2012 to 2014. Inspection of the table found that all 10
domains—character/integrity, collaboration, communication, creativity and sustained
innovation, diversity, personal/interpersonal skills, political intelligence, problem
solving/decision making, team building, and visionary leadership—had significant
increases. Table 8 reformatted the paired t tests from Table 7 based on the amount of
gain. The domain with the largest gain was visionary leadership while the domain with
smallest gain was character/integrity. In addition, when the gains from 2013 to 2014
were examined (Table 9), the domain with the largest gain was collaboration while the
domain with smallest gain was character/integrity.
Research Question 3
Are there significant differences in the perceived levels of transformational
leadership skill development between students after 1 year and 2 years in a doctor of
education program in organizational leadership?
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To answer this question, Table 10 displayed the results of the paired t tests
comparing domain rating gains from 2012 to 2013 with the domain rating gains from
2013 to 2014. Inspection of the table found that six of the 10 domains including
character/integrity, collaboration, creativity and sustained innovation, diversity,
personal/interpersonal skills, and team building had significantly greater increases from
2013 to 2014 compared to 2012 to 2013.
Research Question 4
Which of these factors—immersions, cohort meetings, networking with other
students, networking with faculty/administrators, transformational change project,
dissertation, or program curricula—do students perceive contributed most to the
development of their transformational leadership skills?
To answer this question, Table 11 displayed the descriptive statistics for the
ratings of the core elements of the program sorted by the highest mean. The top three
most effective elements included the program curricula, dissertation, and immersion. The
three least effective elements included networking with faculty and other administrators,
Transformational Change Project and networking with students (see Table 11).
Research Question 5
Which of the benefits—increased salary, increased responsibility at work,
promotion, better skills as a leader, better problem-solving skills, and/or better
admiration and respect from peers—did students report achieving after completing 2
years of coursework?
This question was answered using data from both after 2 years of coursework
(Table 12) and for anticipated benefits after completing their dissertation and graduating
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(Table 13). The three highest perceived benefits after 2 years of coursework included
better skills as a leader (93.6%), better problem-solving skills (70.2%), and greater
admiration and respect from peers (59.6%). The three lowest perceived benefits included
increased responsibility at work (40.4%), promotion or new job (40.4%), and increased
salary (34.0%). For anticipated benefits after completing their dissertation and
graduating, the three highest endorsed benefits included promotion or new job (59.6%),
increased salary (46.8%) and greater admiration and respect from peers (40.4%). The three
least frequently endorsed benefits included better skills as a leader (10.6%), better
problem-solving skills (14.9%) and increased responsibility at work (17.0%).
Additional Findings
In Phase II, Survey Question 3 asked, “Which of the following benefits have you
achieved after completing 2 years of coursework (select all that apply)?” Participants
were given an option to choose other and add a description. Out of the 47 participants, 10
chose “other” along with substantively describing their reasoning:
1. Ability to apply skills in a variety of settings
2. Better self-awareness
3. Greater levels of emotional and political intelligence
4. Greater organizational awareness and ability to problem solve
5. Personal achievement
6. Personal sense of accomplishment and increased levels of self esteem
7. Increased in self confidence
8. More confidence in actions taken
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9. My [business] program was transformed. It was on the "chopping-block" and
I was able to save it due to my knowledge and skills gained through the EdD
program.
10. While I did obtain a new job and received an increase in salary, this wasn't
directly attributed to having my doctorate. In fact, my organization doesn't
really even look at that when hiring and there is almost a negative perception
in some aspects of business around having a doctorate degree. I don't often
share I have my doctorate, particularly with our executive team members,
because they view this as being “too academic” and are of the mindset that
people with that degree of education don't understand business or business
challenges because they tend to wear an academic hat.
11. Build confidence in leading a team. You gain more trust by colleagues.
Improve writing skills. You build confidence to communicate via multiple
communication channels including writing, public speaking and speaking in
front of teams.
Survey Question 4 asked, “Which of the following benefits that were not achieved
after completing the 2 year coursework from Question 3 do you believe are most likely to
happen after defending the dissertation/graduating from the doctoral program (select all
that apply)?” Participants were given an option to choose other and add a description.
Out of the 47 participants, five chose other along with substantively describing their
reasoning:
1. Increased confidence and a sense of accomplishment
2. Greater self-confidence
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3. The purpose of earning a doctoral degree is self-motivated or a personal
growth.
4. Some of the main reasons I enrolled in the EdD program was to improve my
writing, enhance my research skills, and gain confidence to hopefully publish
articles and books in the future.
5. Continuing to increase skills as a leader and increase problem-solving skills. I
will continue to be respected and well received by my colleagues (and
students, and family) for earning a doctorate.
The demographics of Phase II included found that 47 students completed the
Phase II survey (Table 14). Most (74.5%) were between 31 and 50 years of age. Over
half (55.3%) were Caucasian with fewer Asians (14.9%), Hispanics (12.8%), or African
Americans (8.5%). About three quarters of the sample (74.5%) worked in some aspect of
education. The number of years in their most recent job ranged from 0-4 years (17.0%)
to over 16 years (34.0%) with the median number of years being 13. Most of the
respondents (83.0%) were female (Table 14).
Unexpected Findings
The following set of exploratory analyses provided unexpected findings. The 21
effectiveness and benefit ratings from Tables 11 through 13 were correlated with five
demographic variables (gender, age group, whether the respondent was Caucasian,
number of years in current job, and whether the respondent worked in the education
industry). Those who found the cohort meetings to be effective were more likely to have
had more years in their present job. This may be correlated to students with more
experience who engage in more formal meeting due to their roles versus students who
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have the least amount of experience or have roles that do not call for them to attend more
formal meetings. Therefore, those students who have less experience may not see very
much value in formal meetings and/or enjoy working in silo. Those who reported a
salary increase benefit after 2 program years were more likely to be Caucasian. Those
who reported an increased responsibility at work benefit after 2 program years were also
more likely to be Caucasian. Those who reported a promotion or new job benefit after 2
program years were more likely to be older and more likely to be Caucasian. This may
be specific to the alpha cohort as over 55% of the participants reported their ethnicity as
Caucasian (see Appendix K). An anticipated increase in salary benefit after graduation
was more likely for those who had more years in their present job. An anticipated
promotion or new job benefit after graduation was more likely for those who were
younger. This may be attributed to the fact that the younger student’s leadership
experience is less than that of those who have been on the job longer. Therefore, the
younger student would have more leadership opportunities because of earning his or her
degree at an early career stage.
The literature is clear in that organizations and institutions dedicated to leadership
development, including higher education, should acknowledge the demanding challenges
of leadership training and intentionally and coherently conceptualize ways in which they
can produce the next generations of transformational leaders. The literature also
forecasts that the shifting business world and the complexities it brings about have great
consequences for those chosen to lead. Thus, the spotlight is pointed directly at
organizations responsible for the development of leaders in hopes they can teach leaders
to harness the skillsets and competencies needed to bring about positive change among
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the whirlwind of complexity and change. Organizations involved in leadership
development must continue to identify the most effective ways to develop leaders to meet
the challenges and uncertainties that lie ahead for leaders. Those institutions involved in
leadership development must demonstrate through research that continuing to invest in
leadership development will help produce the next generation of leaders. This is one way
for businesses and individuals investing in leadership development can have the
confidence that their investment will have a positive return.
Based on the findings of this study and the literature reviewed, it can be
concluded that students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership are
likely to enhance their leadership skills. The leadership skills measured in this study
were found through a review of literature as key competencies and characteristics of
transformational leadership. They include (a) visionary leadership, (b) collaboration,
(c) team building, (d) political intelligence, (e) problem solving/decision making,
(f) creativity and sustained innovation, (g) diversity, (h) communication,
(i) personal/interpersonal skills, and (i) character/integrity. Following is a summary of
the findings discovered for this study:
1. Students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership perceived their
level of transformational leadership skills statistically increased after 1 year of
coursework. Specifically, each of the following eight of 10 competencies and
characteristics had increased: collaboration, communication, creativity and sustained
innovation, diversity, political intelligence, problem solving/decision making, team
building, and visionary leadership.
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2. Students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership perceived their
level of transformational leadership skills statistically increased in all 10 competencies
and characteristics after 2 years of coursework.
3. Students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership perceived that
their level of transformational leadership skills described the following factors
program curricula, dissertation, and immersion contributed most to the development of
their transformational leadership skills. The three least effective factors reported by
the students were networking with faculty and other administrators, Transformational
Change Project, and networking with students.
4. Students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership reported the
following benefits would be achieved after completing 2 years of coursework:
 Better skills as a leader
 Better problem-solving skills
 Greater admiration and respect from peers
 Increased responsibility at work
 Promotion or new job
 Increased salary
5. Students enrolled in a doctoral program in organizational leadership chose to enroll in
the program for varying reasons including:
 Ability to apply skills in a variety of settings
 Better self-awareness
 Increased sense of accomplishment
 Greater levels of emotional and political intelligence
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 Greater organizational awareness and ability to problem solve
 Personal achievement
 Personal sense of accomplishment and increased levels of self esteem
 Increased in self confidence
 Increase skillsets including but not limited to: research, writing, communicating,
and political skills
 More confidence in actions taken
 It’s important to note that in some organizations having a doctorate degree may be
intimidating to the employer and may carry a negative perception; therefore
investing in a doctoral degree isn’t as clear of decision as can be assumed
Implications for Action
This study led to concrete implications for action on the part of doctoral students,
education institutions, and other professional organizations seeking an investment in
leadership development. The study supported the important role that leadership
development organizations and institutions play a significant role in the development of
transformational leadership skills of future leaders. Based on the review of the literature
and the archival and interview data, the following actions were recommended:
1. Leadership development in all fields of work is more critical today than ever before.
The review of literature and the research that supports it continues to demonstrate that
organizations and institutions responsible for leadership development continue to
evolve to meet the demand for the ever-changing leadership development. These
same organizations must continue to invest in and demonstrate that there is a positive
return on investment to those enrolling in their programs. This can be done by
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continuing to research and publish findings of perceived benefits from students
enrolled in respective programs. It is encouraged that the TLSI be used as the tool to
measure perceptions for a like study. What is more, organizations and institutions
responsible for leadership development must find new ways to research the long-term
benefits of their programs and make their findings available to prospect students and
organizations similarly.
2. Students seeking an investment in leadership development or other technical
development should consider and understand the benefits or return on investment.
Prospective students must first determine the reason they are seeking development and
what they stand to gain. Will the leadership development enhance leadership skills,
will it assist in a promotion or new job, or will it lead to an increase in salary? Those
seeking to enhance their skills may find that the development process helps them gain
new insights and learn creative techniques that are helpful in propelling organizations
forward; additionally, the student may gain the expertise and confidence needed to
influence others within the organization to further develop their skillsets. Others may
find that their career is at a crossroads, and without earning the appropriate credentials
or education degree, their careers will have peeked. Therefore, enrolling in a doctoral
program, for example, is suitable and will not only assist in teaching the required skills
and expertise required in a new role, but upon successful completion, the student will
have earned the necessary credentials to be paid a higher salary and to be considered
for executive or like leadership positions.
3. Education institutions and professional organizations’ seeking to develop leaders to
meet the demands of the fast-paced and turbulent 21st century must continue to invest
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in leadership development. Although, there are proponents within the review of
literature who discount that any return on investment is possible through organizations
and institutions responsible for leadership development, the majority of the research
maintains that leadership development does significantly prepare leaders by helping
them develop new skills, techniques, and best practices. Education institutions and
professional organizations must consider developing team leaders who display the
characteristics and the growth trajectory within the organization. In order for
organizations to compete and stay relevant they must establish long-term action plans
to systematically develop an internal training program that supports the development
of employees and enhances or compensates leadership development programs with
outside organizations and institutions responsible for leadership development.
4. The review of literature also pointed out that there is a need for leadership
development at every level of society from youth to parents and guardians, and from
educators to business executives. Leaders must prepare for the coming decade, which
is forecasted to bring about major change to how businesses are structured, how they
are led, and how these changes affect employees. Therefore, leadership development
organizations are expected to continue to evolve and innovate the way in which they
develop future leaders. Perhaps even more importantly, organizations responsible for
leadership development need to develop a relationship and work together to better
prepare future leaders. Although the pressure has always been on leadership
development organizations to develop future leaders, ultimately, the success of an
organization falls on the shoulders of leaders and visionaries. It seems that a shared
responsibility of both the organization seeking to develop employees and those
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organizations ready to develop future leaders would be more successful working
cohesively than separately to develop future leaders.
Recommendations for Further Research
There are a variety of opportunities for continuing research in this area. There is
minimal existing research regarding skill development of students enrolled in a doctoral
program, so the topic is appropriate for additional study. The following
recommendations for future research should be considered:
1. This study used the TLSi to measure the growth in over 90 leadership attributes over
the program term. Further studies should use the TLSi to measure perceived growth in
leadership skillset.
2. This study focused on one private university in Irvine, California. The demographics
and characteristics of the students may not reflect those attending other private, state,
or for-profit universities. Therefore, a future study should be conducted at another
university for comparative analysis.
3. This study focused on one private university in Irvine, California, that was offered in a
flexible hybrid format of online instruction and local face-to-face support. Future
studies should be conducted on leadership programs offered solely online along with
those that are offered strictly face-to-face.
4. Future research is needed from non-university-based development programs. Future
studies should look at other private and public universities, non-education-based
organizations and internal development programs that ascertain the development of
future leaders.
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5. A future study should build on this study by exploring how demographics play a role
on those who exit the program versus those who successfully attain their doctoral
degree.
6. This study focused on a doctoral program with an emphasis in education. Research is
needed that focuses on doctoral programs with prominence on organizational
leadership without the emphasis of the education field.
7. Research is needed that focuses on the long-term effect of doctoral students who
successfully attained a doctorate. Specifically a longitudinal study should revisit
doctoral students 5 years and 10 years after they have graduated to focus on the impact
of attaining a doctorate in organizational leadership on career achievements, income,
societal impact, and leadership accomplishments.
8. Research is needed that focuses on the long-term effect of doctoral students who
successfully attained a doctorate. Specifically a longitudinal study should revisit
doctoral students 5 years and 10 years after they have graduated to focus on the impact
it has had on their followers.
9. Not all students graduate with a doctoral degree. A future study should be conducted
with nongraduate students to explore and identify what lead to their exiting of the
leadership program.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
Prior to conducting this research, it was not clear to me why some people succeed
in leadership roles while others tend to fail miserably. These thoughts led me on a
journey to learn how leaders are developed and to determine whether leaders can be
developed. I believed that people either had leadership skills or they did not. It was not
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clear to me whether leadership skills could be taught or whether people were born with a
leadership gene. Having spent the past 21 years in the financial services industry, I have
witnessed good leadership to be an integral element in successful organizations. What is
more, the growing economy has created a huge demand for leaders. Thus, the demand
has placed leadership developers in the spotlight, relying on educators and other thirdparty leadership developers to meet the demand. This study had a profound effect on me,
both personally and professionally.
As a result of this study, I quickly learned that leadership is not innate and there is
no known gene that scientists have identified to be associated with the success of one’s
job. I found research that proved students enrolled in a leadership development program,
college, or university can be trained or developed into great transformational leaders.
Research shows that universities or other third-party vendors continue to adjust and
change their curriculum to meet today’s leadership demand by teaching the techniques,
expertise, and political intelligence leaders need to succeed.
The leadership organizers use tools such as 360-feedback reviews, testing, and
simulated exercises and activity to measure growth and depict real-life scenarios. These
tests and exercises give the potential leader a strong foundation to grow on and help him
or her to succeed.
Organizations that invest in leadership development must look beyond the cost
benefit and determine whether or not the development of their leaders will have the return
on their investment or impact they expect. They cannot misappropriate the intrinsic value
gained by completing a degree or earning a certificate, which is hard to quantify. Thus,
when organizations invest in their human capital by sending employees to leadership
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training, they give employees confidence and instill loyalty to the company that believes
in them; hence, the investment in leadership training is just as important the techniques or
tools that build experience and increase knowledge.
Today’s leaders are charged with transforming businesses and cultures so that
they are able to compete in the global marketplace. Organizations must rely on
leadership developers, universities, and other third-party leadership programs to train and
develop future leaders. Research reveals that leadership developers do indeed make a
difference. They can develop the skills, techniques, and knowledge to succeed in today’s
turbulent business environment.
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Skill

Very Little
Extent (1)

Little Extent Some Extent
(2)
(3)

1 Builds a culture of open communication
2 Skillfully manages conflict
3 Avoids negative politicking and hidden agendas
Maintains openness and transparency in sharing
4 information
5 Communicates an inspiring vision
6 Open to feedback
7 Fosters & encourages creativity
8 Follows through on agreed on actions
Demonstrates values and purpose in interactions
9 with others
10 Manages decisions decisively
11 Decisive in making decisions
12 Accepts responsibility for actions & decisions
13 Negotiates effectively on behalf of the
Negoiates by focusing on interests rather than
14
positions
15 Explains & clarifies new tasks
16 Sets clear goals and expectations
17 Generates new ideas
Presents ideas & information in a well-organized
18 manner
19 Motivates team members
20 Gives team members authority to accomplish
21 Encourages divergent thinking
Plans & actions match the core values of the
22
organization
23 Counsels & supports others
Promotes a positive culture of change and
24
improvement
Uses divergent fields & disciplines to create
25
something new
26 Is accessible
27 Takes time to communicate and listen to others
28 Delegates responsibility
29 Shares leadership responsibilities
Identifies & maintains resources supporting the
30
organization
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Links agendas with others, looking for common
interests by asking questions
Displays energy in personal & work goals
Uses strategic thinking to create direction for the
organization
Sincere & straight forward
Provides resources that support non-traditional
solutions
Builds strong relationships through open
communication & listening
Facilitates decision making
Treats others with respect & dignity
Challenges & encourages team members
Exhibits the humility to acknowledge what
he/she doesn’t know
Communicates personal vision

120

Great Extent
(4)

Very Great
(5)

42 Involves staff in decisions
43 Builds strong relationships with team members
44 Holds self & others accountable
45 Has a good sense of humor
46 Writes in a clear and concise style
47 Communicates clear and concise messages
48

Develops key champions for organization's
agendas
Develops relationships with key champions who

can influence priorities in the organization's
agenda
50 Willing to take a courageous stand
Demonstrates empathy and sees things from
51
other peoples's perspectives
Involves stakeholders in creating a vision for the
52
future
53 Remains calm in tense situations
54 Builds trusting relationships
55 Conducts effective meetings
56 Clarifies and defines problems and tasks
57 Supports risk taking
Supports risk taking with patience &
58
understanding
59 Builds coalitions to support initiatives
60 Builds trust & support with constituents
Builds trust with constituents through honest
61
and consistent messages
62 Communicates effectively in oral presentations
63 Communicates with conviction and enthusiasm
64 Reflects and learns from experience
Involves diverse stakeholders in planning and
65
decision making
66 Inspires others
67 Manages stress
Uses technology & social media to communicate
68
with stakeholders
69 Communicates in a variety of medium
70 Brings conflict into the open
Reviews outcomes of problem solving and seeks
71
feedback

49
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Builds a culture that is safe and promotes
responsible risk taking
73 Participates in team meetings
Assists others to cultivate productive & respectful
74
relationships
75 Anticipates and plans for the future
76 Builds support for organizational initiatives
Avoids political blindspots by seeking to
77 understand connections between stakeholders
and decision makers
78 Balances personal & work life
79 Knows own strengths and weaknesses
80 Provides subordinates mentoring & coaching
Anticipates obstacles by engaging others to
81
share ideas
82 Establishes clear expectations

72

83

Listens to & is tolerant of divergent points of view
Understands that treating people fairly may
84 mean treating them differently according to their
ability and background
85 Pays attention to critical details
Proactive in identifying problems and involving
86
others in seeking solutions
87 Manages unproductive behavior in teams
88 Provides feedback in a constructive manner
Mobilizes stakeholders to transform the
89
organization
90 Is considerate of others
91 Sets clear goals
92 Open to alternative solutions to problems
93 Provides feedback for improved performance
Recognizes the value of people with different
94
talents and skills
95 Empowers others to work independently
96 Approachable and easy to talk with
97 Encourages open dialog
98 Challenges thinking about the future
Thnks about own feelings and reactions to
99
people before acting
100 Provides support for personal development
Organizes people & resources to accomplish
101
tasks
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DOMAINS: Rate the degree to which each domain described below is like you.
Character/Integrity: Fostering trust in the
organization by creating an emotional intelligent
1 organization whose members know themselves
and know how to deal respectfully and
understand others.
Collaboration: Building a culture of trusting
relationships and purposeful involvement that
2 supports critical and creative problem solving
and decision making through effective
communication and conflict resolution.
Communication: Leadership that effectively
supports an environment of open
3 communication where the exchange of ideas,
solutions, & problems are discussed inside &
outside the organization.
Creativity and Sustained Innovation: Developing
a culture of divergent thinking and responsible
4 risk taking that harnesses the potential of
available human capital to transform the
organization.
Diversity : Integrate the strengths that individual
and cultural differences contribute to create an
5
organization that is equitable, respectful and
morally accountable in a global society.
Personal/Interpersonal Skills: Leaders that are
approachable, likeable and demonstrate high
6
emotional intelligence in motivating others
toward excellence.
Political Intelligence: Generating organizational
influence to ethically advocate for causes and
7
changes that will advance the organization’s
vision and mission.
Problem Solving/Decision Making: Creates an
environment that enables everyone to contribute
8 productively through understanding and
appreciation of differences and focus on the
mission of the organization.
Team Building: Creating an effective team by
instilling a cooperative atmosphere, building
9
collaborative interaction, and encouraging
constructive conflict.
Visionary Leadership: Creating a vision of the
future as an ethical agent of change, who
10
mobilizes stakeholders to transform the
organization.
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Survey Instrument
Page 1: Introduction
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Page 2: Survey questions begin
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Page 3: Survey questions part 1 of 3
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Page 4: Survey questions part 2 of 3
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Page 5: Survey questions part 3 of 3
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Page 6: Final page of survey.
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APPENDIX B
Permission to Use Transformation Leadership Skills Inventory (TLSi)
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APPENDIX C
Permission to Use Archival Data From Transformation Leadership Skills Inventory
(TLSi)
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APPENDIX D
Pre-Survey E-mail/Letter Advising Students of Upcoming Survey
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APPENDIX E
Official E-mail/Letter Inviting Students to Participate
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APPENDIX F
Online Consent Form
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APPENDIX G
BUIRB Participant’s Bill of Rights
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APPENDIX H
Doctor of Education in Organizational Leadership Program
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APPENDIX I
Degree Requirements
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APPENDIX J
Admission Requirements
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APPENDIX K
Ethnicity Reported Through Online Survey
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APPENDIX L
Data Analysis Chart
Data
elements

Statistical
approach

Research question

Null hypothesis

1. What are students’
perceived levels of
transformational
leadership skill
development after
completing 1 year of
coursework in a doctoral
program in organizational
leadership as assessed by
the TLSi?

1. All of the ratings of
transformational
leadership skill
development after
completing 1 year of
coursework will be
similar to each other.

Part 1.
Items 1 to
6

Paired t-test

2. What are students’
perceived levels of
transformational
leadership skill
development after
completing 2 years of
coursework in a doctor of
education program in
organizational leadership?

2. All of the ratings of
transformational
leadership skill
development after
completing 2 years of
coursework will be
similar to each other.

Part 1.
Items 1 to
6

Paired t-test

3. Are there significant
differences in the
perceived levels of
transformational
leadership skill
development between
students after 1 year and 2
years in a doctor of
education program in
organizational leadership?

3. None of the ratings of
perceived leadership
skill development will
have significant
differences from
baseline to after Year 1
or from baseline to
after Year 2.

Part 1.
Items 1 to
6

Paired t-test
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Data
elements

Research question

Null hypothesis

4. Among which of these
factors—immersions,
cohort meetings,
networking with other
students, networking with
faculty/administrators,
transformational change
project, dissertation, and
program curricula—do
students perceive
contributed most to the
development of their
transformational
leadership skills?

Part 2.
4. All of the
Items 7
factors will be
and 8
rated equally
often in
contributing to
the development
of
transformational
leadership
skills.

5. Among which of the
benefits—increased
salary, increased
responsibility at work,
promotion, better skills as
a leader, better problemsolving skills, and or
better admiration and
respect from peers—did
students report achieving
after completing 2 years
of coursework?

5. All of the
benefits will be
endorsed
equally often.
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Part 3.
Items 9
and 10

Statistical approach
Friedman repeated
measures test

Friedman repeated
measures test

